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GLOSSARY 
 
chat: An online, real-time interactive communication method using text to send and receive 
instant messages1. 
clarification request: Any expression that elicits clarification of the preceding utterance 
(Ellis & Barkhuizen, 2005, p.184) 
comprehensible input: The learner must understand the message that is conveyed. 
Comprehensible input is a hypothesis first proposed by Stephen Krashen (1981). He 
purports that ELLs acquire language by hearing and understanding messages that are 
slightly above their current English language level (Comprehensible Input +1)2. 
computer mediated communication: Computer-Mediated Communication (CMC) is the 
name given to a large set of functions in which computers are used to support human 
communication.  CMC can be defined narrowly or broadly, depending on how one defines 
human communication.  At its narrowest, CMC refers to computer applications for direct 
human-to-human communication.  This includes electronic mail, group conferencing 
systems and interactive 'chat' systems3. 
                                                 
1 www.worldwidelearn.com/elearning-essentials/elearning-glossary.htm 
2 http://www.everythingesl.net/inservices/comprehensible_input_output_70140.php 
3 http://www.emoderators.com/moderators/santoro.html 
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confirmation check: Any expression immediately following the previous speaker’s 
utterance intended to confirm that the utterance was understood or heard correctly. A 
confirmation check is interrogative in form. Often it includes a question tag. (Ellis & 
Barkhuizen, 2005, p.184) 
heritage speaker: a student who is raised in a home where a non-English language is 
spoken, who speaks or merely understands the heritage language, and who is to some degree 
bilingual in English and the heritage language (Valdes, 2000) 
instant messaging: An instant messenger is a client which allows instant text 
communication between two or more people through a network such as the Internet4. 
 
                                                 
4 en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Instant_messaging 
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ABSTRACT 
 
Technology has proven itself as a valuable contribution to educational practices 
when used in a pedagogically sound manner. In this quasi-experimental study using the 
Interaction Hypothesis as a theoretical framework, 11 intermediate college-level learners of 
French and Russian and prospective language teachers had six 30-minute synchronous 
online chat sessions completing communicative tasks. Using a mixed-methods approach, 
both quantitative and qualitative data were included in the analysis. The study provides 
evidence for the positive effect of synchronous computer-mediated communication on 
second language vocabulary acquisition and prospective teachers’ professional development, 
and underlines the importance of scaffolding in online environments. Vocabulary gains of 
the language learners did not hold up over a two-week period, and there was a weak 
relationship between uptake outcome and vocabulary acquisition.
 1
CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 
 
A decade after the advent of high-speed network connections, people all over the 
world are able to connect to one another easily through computers and other mobile 
technologies. E-mails, e-cards, text messaging, instant messaging, and video chatting are 
replacing printed letters and postcards; the world seems to be going paperless. Most 
individuals with access to computers and Internet connections have at least one e-mail 
account. They communicate with one another through instant messaging applications such 
as AIM, MSN, ICQ, Yahoo Messenger, Google Talk, and Skype, which enable users to have 
audio and video conversations. “Social networking services” such as MySpace, Hi5, 
Facebook, and Live Journal allow people to connect with old friends and make new ones by 
providing a means through which they can share their photos, messages, and blogs. 
According to Wikipedia, “As of December 2005, it [Facebook] has the largest number of 
registered users among college-focused sites (at over six million US college student 
accounts created with an additional 20,000 new accounts being created daily)”5 Individuals 
are commonly using mobile technologies such as cell phones, PDAs (Personal Digital 
Assistants), and iPods for business, communication, and entertainment purposes.  
All these technologies offer opportunities for language educators to enrich their 
teaching. For example, the Language Studies Resource Center at Iowa State University has 
used podcasts and langcasts (brief audio experiences in a particular language whose main 
goal is language learning)6 to recruit more language learners and to promote the foreign 
languages taught in the Department of World Languages and Cultures. Another innovative 
                                                 
5 http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Facebook (retrieved December 11, 2006) 
6 http://www.language.iastate.edu/main/podcast/default.htm (retrieved December 11, 2006) 
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project initiated by the same institution is integrating voice tools in WebCT (Web Course 
Tools) using Wimba which:  
facilitates and promotes vocal instruction, collaboration, coaching, and assessment 
[and] increases the interaction and student engagement level of any online learning 
environment by allowing faculty to easily embed vocal interactions into the page 
level of their CMS [course management system].7  
College students show great interest in and adapt quickly to the latest software and devices. 
People are aware of the fact that computer literacy is required or is at least a preferred 
qualification in many fields in the contemporary world. Accordingly, integrating new 
technologies into the classroom is more immediate for language teachers, requiring them to 
be familiar and up-to-date with these new technologies. 
Moreover, learners of a foreign language (FL), unlike second language (L2) learners, 
usually have limited opportunities to practice the target language (TL) outside the 
classroom. Through the Internet, FL and L2 learners can have access to the TL by 
communicating with native speakers or learners of that same language. As a devoted 
language learner, I had the opportunity to use the Internet to get into contact with native 
speakers of English and French in the late 1990s when I was studying these languages in my 
native Turkey. By utilizing mIRC and ICQ, I was able to use my English and French in 
authentic conversations, enabling me to learn a large amount of vocabulary and expressions, 
which are cultural aspects of the language not usually taught in language classes in Turkey.  
I continued using online communication tools such as MSN Messenger to practice the 
                                                 
7 http://www.horizonwimba.com/products/voicetools/ (retrieved December 11, 2006) 
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Russian language with native speakers when I was studying Russian in the United States 
with little direct exposure to the language. Through this personal experience, I became 
familiar with the computer-mediated communication (CMC) discourse and chat codes. 
A large body of literature in the field of computer-assisted language learning 
(CALL) focuses on computer-mediated communication (e.g., Blake, 2000; Chapelle, 2003; 
Levy & Stockwell, 2006; Pellettieri, 2000; Smith, 2004). The Computer Assisted Language 
Instruction Consortium (CALICO) Journal devoted their third issue in 2005 to Computer-
mediated Communication and Foreign Language Learning. This special issue compiled 
“innovative, ambitious, practical, and rigorous perspectives on CMC-mediated language 
educational practice” (Thorne & Payne, 2005, p. 369). Findings of many studies and 
discussions on the role of CMC in language learning and teaching suggest that 
communication between two parties (L2 and/or FL learners and native speakers) or among 
the learners themselves on certain communicative tasks can create favorable conditions for 
second language acquisition. Nevertheless, only a few of those studies provide empirical 
evidence on a positive relationship between online communication experience and second 
language acquisition (e.g., Smith, 2004). Moreover, none of the previous research studies 
have focused on synchronous computer-mediated communication (SCMC) between FL 
learners and prospective teachers of that same language. Dyads used in previous studies 
(e.g., Blake & Zyzik, 2003; Toyoda & Harrison, 2002) on CMC have been NS-NNS (native 
speaker–non-native speaker [both learners]), NNS-NNS, and NNS-HS (heritage speaker). 
This study has a dual focus: language learning and language teaching. Interaction between 
language learners and prospective teachers may promote second language acquisition for the 
former and professional development of the latter as well. L2 learners would have the 
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chance to communicate with a more competent or native speaker of the language who is 
pursuing a university degree in language teaching, which is likely to enable the language 
learners to enrich their linguistic competence. Prospective language teachers, on the other 
hand, would have the opportunity to learn more about learner characteristics and derive 
pedagogical implications for their future profession. They would also become familiar or 
more experienced with use of computer-mediated communication tools for language 
learning and teaching. 
The current study aims at investigating the impact of SCMC on second language 
vocabulary acquisition as well as the contribution of SCMC experience with language 
learners to the professional development of pre-service teachers. The study will provide 
information about the interactional strategies used by these two parties (i.e., L2 learners and 
prospective teachers) in a synchronous online communication environment. Interactional 
modification strategies, negotiation of meaning, acquisition of vocabulary items as a result 
of negotiation, uptake of the target vocabulary items, and the relationship between the 
uptake outcome and vocabulary acquisition will be the focus of first three research 
questions. Instances of assistance provided by pre-service teachers will also inform us about 
the opportunities the SCMC environment offers for language teachers to scaffold foreign 
language learners. This aspect will be investigated in the fourth research question. Finally, 
this research study seeks to provide insights into how such online experience might help 
prepare pre-service language teachers better for the 21st century. The current research was 
conducted through collaboration between Université Laval (UL) in Quebéc, Canada; the 
Nevsky Institute of Language and Culture (NILC) in St. Petersburg, Russia; and Iowa State 
University (ISU) in Ames, Iowa, the United States.  
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CHAPTER 2. LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
This study investigates the interaction between language learners and prospective 
teachers in online environments. In this section, the literature on the major constructs of this 
study will be explained in detail. This study takes the Interaction Hypothesis (IH) as a 
theoretical framework. Discussion of research based on this theoretical framework both in 
classroom settings and in online environments is included in this section, which will be 
followed by literature on the construct of focus on form, the difference between preemptive 
and negotiated input, and the teacher’s presence in online environments. The definition of 
learner uptake and its value in second language acquisition will be explained in this section 
as well. Finally, a review of scaffolding, vocabulary acquisition, computer-mediated 
communication, and technology in language teacher education will be presented in this 
section.: 
Interaction in Second Language Acquisition 
The role of interaction in second language acquisition has been the focus of many 
studies (Ellis, 1999; Gass, 1997; Long, 1996; Ohta, 2000; Pica, 1994), but authors of those 
studies offer different perspectives such as the Interaction Hypothesis (IH), Sociocultural 
Theory, and the Depth of Processing Theory (as outlined by Ellis, 1999):  
The IH concerns itself with one particular kind of interaction—that which has 
become known as negotiation of meaning … [in] the conversational exchanges that 
arise when interlocutors seek to prevent a communicative impasse occurring or to 
remedy an actual impasse that has risen. (Ellis, 1999, p. 3)  
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Sociocultural theory views “learners as neither processors of input, nor producers of 
output, but as speakers/hearers involved in developmental processes which are realized in 
interaction” (Ohta, 2000, p. 51). Finally, the Depth of Processing Theory considers 
interaction “as a means of achieving the kind of mental activity required for new material to 
be stored in long-term memory” (Ellis, 1999, p. 26). 
In the current study, the Interaction Hypothesis (IH) is taken as a basis, and 
sociocultural theory is used to analyze certain characteristics of interaction which will be 
discussed in the subsequent sections in detail. Levy and Stockwell (2006) point out that the:  
interaction account [i.e., the Interaction Hypothesis] has been particularly well used 
as a theoretical base in CMC-based CALL … [e]-mail and chat are especially 
common CALL applications where the IA [Interaction Account], or aspects of it is 
regarded as having high relevance and value. (p. 113)  
For the definition of the IH, Long (1996) proposes the following:  
[E]nvironmental contributions to acquisition are mediated by selective attention and 
the learner’s developing L2 processing capacity, and that these resources are brought 
together most usefully, although not exclusively, during negotiation for meaning. 
Negative feedback obtained during negotiation work or elsewhere may be facilitative 
of L2 development, at least for vocabulary, morphology, and language-specific 
syntax, and essential for learning certain specifiable L1-L2 contrasts. (p. 414) 
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The IH can be associated with Krashen’s Input Hypothesis (1985), which posits that 
learners will:  
acquire an L2 when they have access to comprehensible input and when their 
‘affective filter’ is low (for example, they are motivated to learn and are not anxious) 
so that the comprehended input is made available to the internal acquisitional 
mechanisms for processing. (Ellis, 2005, p. 167)  
 
 
 
Attention 
Noticing 
 
Learning  
 
Feedback 
        
 
            
Recasts 
 
Negotiation 
Figure 1. “Model of interaction and learning” (Gass & Mackey, 2006, p. 4) 
 
Interaction in language learning involves negotiation, feedback, and recasts. Gass 
and Mackey (2006) summarized these and other components of interaction in a well-
presented diagram (see Figure 1). Through negotiation, feedback, and recasts, language 
learners’ attention is drawn to the gaps between their interlanguage and the target language. 
This noticing process is likely to lead to learning. 
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Negotiation sequences usually have the following structure outlined by Varonis and 
Gass (1985): 
1. trigger (i.e., the utterance that causes the communication problem); 
2. indicator (i.e., the utterance that demonstrates a communication problem has 
occurred); 
3. response (i.e., the utterance that attempts to address the communication problem 
identified in the indicator); and 
4. reaction (i.e., the utterance that indicates a speaker’s uptake to the response). 
 
Example 1: 
Negotiation sequence (from Sahin, 2004) 
1 Teacher:  а скажи мне пожалусьта, в твой стране пьют чай из чашки или из  
стакана? 
2 Student: из маленький стакана 
3 Teacher: из маленького стакана? Правда? 
4 Student: да 
-------------- 
1 Teacher:  and please tell me, in your country do people drink tea out of cup or 
glass? 
2 Student:  out of a small♣ glass  
3 Teacher:  out of a small glass? Really? 
4 Student: yes 
 
In Example 1, a communication problem occurs in line 2, where the student uses the 
genitive case in erroneous form (indicator) while answering the teacher’s question (trigger). 
                                                 
♣ error in constructing the genitive case on the adjective 
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In line 3, the teacher addresses the communication problem by recasting the student’s 
utterance (response). Finally, in line 4, the student acknowledges teacher’s correction 
(reaction). 
Wang (2006) discusses the Varonis and Gass model in his article on negotiation of 
meaning in desktop video-conferencing-supported distance language learning. He points out 
that this model “is limited to the analysis of instances of non-understanding” (p. 125). Wang 
notes that “when defining occasions of interactional modification, [his] research 
encompasses another kind of breakdown, that caused by lack of vocabulary to maintain the 
horizontal movement of the interaction” (p. 125) that is free of occasions of non-
understanding. Wang makes a distinction between a breakdown due to a non-understanding 
and a breakdown due to a request for new words and gives examples for each: 
Example 2: 
Non-understanding 
A: Do you have many colleagues who speak Chinese? 
B: Colleagues? What does colleague mean? 
Example 3: 
Request for new words 
 A: Do you have many friends who speak Chinese? 
 B: No, but I have a … What is the word for describing people who work with you? 
 A: Colleagues. 
Differences between learners’ face-to-face interaction and their computer-mediated 
interaction need to be taken into consideration while investigating negotiation episodes in 
SCMC environments. Smith (2003) observed those differences and adapted and expanded 
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the model suggested by Varonis and Gass (1985). His model for computer-mediated 
negotiated interaction is presented in Figure 2. The data from Smith’s (2003) study 
suggested that:  
any CMC model of negotiation must allow for a delay, sometimes a long delay, 
between the initial trigger <T> and the indicator. This allowance for delay is needed 
largely because of the lack of strict turn adjacency in CMC compared to that found in 
face-to-face communication. (p. 48) 
 
 
Figure 2. Model of Computer-Mediated Negotiated Interaction (Smith, 2003, p. 50) 
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According to this expanded model, there can be some indicators that are not acknowledged 
(Ii, Iii, Iiii), and indicators of non-understanding can occur long after the trigger. After the 
response to the indicator, a negotiation routine might come to an end or there can be a 
reaction to the response. The reaction to the response (RR) can be either negative (non- or 
partial understanding) or positive (understanding), and in either case it can be explicit or 
implicit. In their reaction to the response, learners (initiators) are likely to test their 
deductions when they believe “they have some idea regarding the nature of the element 
under negotiation” (Smith, 2003, p. 49). Their deductions can be either negative or positive 
and thus receive positive or negative confirmation. 
The IH has been used in a number of studies conducted in classroom settings. Foster 
(1998) conducted a classroom observation of 21 adult EFL learners in Britain. She examined 
language produced by students engaged in required and optional information exchange tasks 
in both dyads and small groups. No clear overall effect of either task type or grouping was 
found, but “there was a discernible trend for dyads doing a two-way task to produce more 
negotiated interaction” (p. 1). Nakahama, Tyler, and Van Lier (2001) focused on “how 
meaning is negotiated in two different types of interactions between native speakers (NSs) 
and nonnative speakers (NNSs): a relatively unstructured conversation and a two-way 
information-gap task” (p. 377). Their subjects were three adult ESL learners from Japan. 
The results suggested that conversational interaction provided learners with more 
opportunities for language use than the information-gap activities. 
In the last few years researchers have conducted many studies on CMC taking the IH 
as a theoretical framework as well. All of these studies suggested positive evidence to 
support the hypothesis that interaction through computer-mediated communication creates 
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favorable conditions for second language acquisition to take place. By designing certain 
communicative tasks, it can be possible to channel learners’ attention to certain target 
language forms. Technology provides language educators with a wide range of possibilities 
to achieve this (see Chapelle, 2003; Lafford & Lafford, 2005). 
Several studies focused on the interaction between NNS-NNS (non-native speaker) 
pairs in chat conversations. Blake (2000) investigated the negotiation of meaning between 
25 adult NNS of Spanish dyads in a synchronous online communication. He used three types 
of tasks: decision-making, information gap, and jigsaw tasks. He found that “jigsaw tasks 
appear to lead the way in promoting negotiations” (p. 1). The findings of his study also 
suggested that a:  
CMC [computer mediated communication] learning environment could provide 
many of the alleged benefits ascribed to the Interaction Hypothesis, but with greatly 
increased possibilities for access outside of the classroom … [because] networked 
negotiations provide a medium for this fruitful activity to occur not only more 
frequently but also at any time of the day or night. (p. 132) 
Pellettieri (2000) investigated whether negotiation of meaning occurs in task-based 
synchronous NBC [network-based communication] as in oral interaction and whether it 
facilitates the acquisition of grammatical competence. The participants in her study that used 
five communication tasks were 20 adult learners of Spanish. Her analysis of chat data was 
mainly descriptive and focused on two general aspects: “the nature of negotiation routines 
themselves and linguistic modifications made during these negotiations” (p. 65). Following 
Varonis and Gass (1985), she defined negotiation routines as “those exchanges that ‘push 
down’ the participants from the main line of discourse and in which there is some overt 
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indication of the need for negotiation (e.g., echo questions, clarification requests, explicit 
statements of misunderstanding, inappropriate responses)” (p. 67). Pellettieri argued that 
synchronous NBC chatting is likely to play an important role in the development of 
grammatical competence among classroom language learners because it “fosters the 
negotiation of meaning and form-focused interaction, and because students communicating 
through this medium have more time to process and monitor the interlanguage” (p .83). She 
also emphasized the importance of task difficulty in promoting negotiation between the 
learners, suggesting “those tasks that involve vocabulary beyond the repertoire of the 
learners … can increase the quantity of negotiation produced” (p. 83). 
 Some studies were conducted using unfamiliar interlocutors (people outside the 
classroom, connected to the Internet) as chat partners as well. Tudini (2003) investigated 
whether unsupervised synchronous online communication with native speakers in public 
chat rooms offer opportunities for negotiation of meaning in open-ended tasks. In his study 
nine adult learners of Italian and 49 native speakers of Italian with various socioeconomic 
backgrounds had single session online communication. He used an open-ended 
conversational task which asked the learners “to chat with NS with a view to evaluating the 
live chat as a possible teaching and learning tool” (p. 148). Tudini’s findings suggested that 
in those single chat sessions with NS [native speaker] negotiation of meaning took place; 
thus he contended that “negotiation is a feature of synchronous CMC, even in an 
unsupervised setting where the NS is unknown to the learner” (p. 152). However, the 
percentage of turns with negotiation of meaning (9%) was quite a bit lower than the ones 
cited in previous learner-only studies by Pellettieri (2000) and Smith (2003, 2004) in which 
negotiation of meaning occurred in one-third of the turns. Tudini also found that lexical 
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problems were the main trigger for negotiation of meaning, which supported the findings of 
previous studies by Blake (2000) and Smith (2003). Another important finding of Tudini’s 
study was that in addition to the lexicon, “morphosyntax was also an important factor with 
14 out of 61 instances concerned with grammar and syntax … [which pointed] to a 
considerable attention to form in the NS-learner chat environment” (p. 153). One important 
limitation of Tudini’s study was that it did not present empirical evidence that this online 
experience had any effect on second language acquisition. 
Toyoda and Harrison (2002) examined negotiation of meaning that took place 
between undergraduate students and native speakers of Japanese over a series of chat 
conversations. The authors created an online virtual university campus where five learners 
of Japanese could have free chat sessions with native speakers in Japan and the United 
States. Toyoda and Harrison (2002) categorized the difficulties learners encountered in those 
chat conversations as follows: recognition of new words, misuse of words, pronunciation 
error, grammatical errors, inappropriate segmentation, abbreviated sentences, sudden topic 
changes, slow responses, and inter-cultural communication gaps. The study showed that the 
difficulties in understanding each other triggered negotiation of meaning between students 
even when no specific communication tasks were given. 
Blake and Zyzik (2003) focused on an emerging learner profile: heritage speakers 
(HS). They explored interaction between 22 university-level learners and heritage speakers 
of Spanish in a synchronous computer-assisted learning environment, using a two-way 
jigsaw task to promote negotiation of meaning between two parties. They found that 
heritage speakers assisted their L2 partners much more often in completing the tasks. 
Heritage learners resolved 18 lexical confusions, whereas L2 learners resolved only five. 
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Out of 30 tokens (i.e., negotiation episodes), negotiations were mostly around lexical 
features (24), followed by grammatical (4), and pragmatic (2) features. The researchers 
identified a variety of interactional strategies in the transcripts such as clarification requests, 
expansions, recasts, and self-corrections. Blake and Zyzik (2003) concluded from their 
analysis of HS/NNS exchanges that:  
negotiations of meaning have a positive effect on vocabulary use … [and] demands 
of electronic chatting, which force the participants to produce output, often provide 
and immediate record of subsequent uses of new vocabulary items that might 
indicate a change in the L2 learners’ linguistic knowledge. (p. 538) 
Focus on Form 
 
Attention to form during a meaning focused activity is called focus on form. Focus 
on form plays an important role in SLA since learners pay attention to form when 
communication problems arise in interaction with other learners, native speakers, or with the 
teacher, which is considered as a facilitative of acquisition. An example of focus on form 
would be as follows: 
Example 4: 
Focus on form 
NS: with a small pat of butter on it 
NNS: hm hmm 
NS: and above the plate 
NNS: what is buvdaplate? 
NS: above 
NNS: above the plate 
NS: yeah 
(Pica, 1992, p. 225) 
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Long and Robinson (1998) define focus on form as follows: 
Focus on form refers to how focal attentional resources are allocated. Although 
there are degrees of attention, and although attention to forms and attention to 
meaning are not always mutually exclusive, during an otherwise meaning-
focused classroom lesson, focus on form often consists of an occasional shift of 
attention to linguistic code features—by the teacher and/or one or more 
students—triggered by perceived problems with comprehension or production. 
(p. 23) 
Ellis, Basturkmen, and Loewen (2001a) expand the definition of focus on form. According 
to them, focus on form: 
1. occurs in discourse that is primarily meaning centered 
2. is observable (i.e., occurs interactionally) 
3. is incidental (i.e., is not preplanned) 
4. is transitory 
5. is extensive (i.e., several different forms are attended to in the context of a single  
     lesson) (pp. 283-4). 
The construct of focus on form can also be related to the Output Hypothesis (Swain, 
1985). According to this hypothesis, language production (a) “pushes learners to process 
language more deeply—with more mental effort—than does input” (Swain, 2000, pp. 97-
114), (b) helps learners “become aware of a gap in their interlanguages i.e., … recognize 
that there is something they cannot say or cannot say properly in the L2” (Ellis, 2003, p. 
111), and (c) “may stimulate learners to move from the semantic, open-ended, strategic 
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processing prevalent in comprehension to the complete grammatical processing needed for 
accurate production” (Swain, 2000, pp. 97-114). 
Preemptive Input vs. Negotiated Interaction 
 
Ellis et al. (2001a) also identify two kinds of focus on form: reactive and preemptive. 
Reactive focus on form occurs when a learner makes an actual or perceived error, which is 
addressed by either the teacher or another learner. Such an involvement by the teacher or 
another learner is also called negative evidence. Negative evidence can take an explicit or 
implicit form. In the former, the learner is informed about the error directly, whereas in the 
latter metalingual information is provided relating to the correct form. The following are the 
examples for negotiated and preemptive input from Smith’s (2004) study: 
 
Example 5: 
Negotiation 
1 Speaker A: first. I want to give a bouquet to my host mother.  (T) [Trigger] 
2 Speaker B: I have a question, but what is it? 
3 Speaker B: chan u tell me what it is?     (I) [Indicator] 
4 Speaker A: um..first bouquet is a kind of flower.    (R) [Response] 
5 Speaker B: alright I got it       (RR) [Reaction to the  
Response] 
(Smith, 2004, p. 379)  
 Example 6: 
Preemptive input 
1 Speaker C: I have a bouquet that is a lot of flower in the basket 
2 Speaker D: That’s nice…. 
(Smith, 2004, p. 379)  
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In Example 5, there is a negotiation episode around the word “bouquet.” In lines 2 and 3 
Speaker B indicates that he or she does not know the meaning of the word. Upon this 
request from Speaker B, an explanation of the word “bouquet” is provided by Speaker A in 
line 4. In line 5, Speaker B states that he or she understood the meaning of the unknown 
word. On the other hand, in Example 6, Speaker C assumes that Speaker D would not know 
what “bouquet” means and provides the explanation of the word within his or her utterance 
in the first line. By looking at this conversation we cannot determine whether Speaker D 
really needed the explanation of the word “bouquet” since he or she did not request it but it 
was given a priori. 
In the current study, negotiated interaction is defined as the instances where such 
reactive focus on form occurs, as well as the instances where clarification requests, 
confirmation checks, etc., occur. Pica (1992) defines negotiation as applying to “those 
interactions in which learners and their interlocutors adjust their speech phonologically, 
lexically, and morphosyntactically to resolve difficulties in mutual understanding that 
impede the course of their communication” (p. 200). In preemptive input, the room for 
negotiation is usually limited since the teacher or another learner provides attention to form 
even if the interlocutor does not request it. As Ellis et al. (2001a) put it, “reactive focus on 
form addresses a performance problem (which may or may not reflect a competence 
problem) whereas preemptive focus on form addresses an actual or a perceived gap in the 
students’ knowledge” (p. 414). 
Smith (2004) tested the Interaction Hypothesis and provided “further evidence of an 
explicit link between negotiated interaction and SLA (specifically the acquisition of new 
lexical items) in the context of computer-mediated communication” (p. 366). By using a 
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within-groups pretest-posttest-delayed posttest design, he measured the vocabulary gain of 
24 university-level ESL (English as a Second Language) students after engaging in jigsaw 
and decision-making tasks in synchronous computer-mediated communication. Smith found 
that computer-mediated negotiated interaction facilitated learners’ ability to recognize and 
produce new lexical items and that negotiated interaction facilitated this better than 
providing preemptive input. He also found some evidence that learners’ vocabulary gain 
scores hold up over time—one week. Smith also investigated whether uptake played any 
role in the subsequent acquisition of the target lexical items. Successful uptake occurred 
very rarely, and he reported that in his study “input modification strategy type and 
successful learner uptake did not appear to be related” (p. 385). 
Apart from learner-learner or learner-native speaker dyads, the teacher’s presence 
and his/her participation in chat rooms has been a subject of several studies as well. The 
study by Meskill and Anthony (2005) examined “the online teaching strategies employed by 
the teacher of a first-year university-level Russian class that integrated Computer Mediated 
Communication (CMC) for extended language practice” (p. 89). Asynchronous online 
discussion was used as a supplement to and support for in-class work. The instructor and the 
teaching assistant of the course also participated in those discussions as native speakers. 
Meskill and Anthony focused their analysis of the CMC transcripts “on the sets of 
conversational/instructional moves made by the instructor in response to what she perceived 
as teachable moments within the CMC threaded discourse” (p. 94). They found six 
instructional strategies used by the instructor that are presented in Table 1, which shows  
that a variety of strategies are available in CMC environments as well as to direct learners’ 
attention to target language forms and maintain interaction throughout the discussions. 
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Ene, Görtler, and McBride (2005) focused on teachers’ roles in synchronous CMC 
and aimed at determining the importance of teachers’ presence in a first- and second-
semester college German classroom chat. The researchers triangulated the data by using chat 
scripts, student surveys, and teacher interviews. They used role-play and information-gap 
tasks adapted from the classroom textbook. Their analysis of the chat scripts showed that 
two teachers had different interaction styles with the students. The first-semester teacher, 
defining herself as primarily a communication partner, “avoided interrupting the natural 
flow of conversation, and gave implicit corrective feedback … [whereas] the second-
semester teacher viewed herself as an authority figure and took it upon herself to enforce 
rules” (p. 625). Ene et al. (2005) had two conditions in their study: teacher-present and 
teacher-absent. The only significant difference between the two conditions was the total 
number of turns produced by the students. In the second-semester section, students produced 
twice as many turns when the teacher was absent in the chat room suggesting that “the more 
form-oriented teacher of the second-semester class seemed to cause some performance 
anxiety in the learners” (Ene et al., 2005, p. 625). 
In this section, research studies that used the Interaction Hypothesis as a theoretical 
framework both in classroom and online settings have been presented. The results of those 
studies provided certain degree of positive evidence about the role of negotiation of meaning 
in second language learning. Traditional and expanded models for negotiation episodes were 
also presented in this section. Focus on form, one of the important constructs in the 
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Table 1. Instructional strategies used by the teacher in a CMC environment (Meskill &   
              Anthony, 2005) 
 
Strategy used Explanation 
1. Saturation When a particular form (sets of vocabulary items and/or 
syntactic forms) had been introduced in the f2f classroom, the 
instructor took advantage of the CMC portion of the course to 
saturate the conversation with these forms.  
2. Providing linguistic tools When a topic came up in the CMC portion of the course, the 
instructor took advantage by providing lists of vocabulary items 
and/or other forms that students would logically need to 
participate in discussion of that topic.  
3. Incidental modeling The instructor’s utterances became unintentionally modeled 
forms that learners appropriated and used in their f2f and online 
communications.  
4. Calling attention to forms In many cases, the instructor seized the opportunity to point out 
forms learners would either be using or needed to be using.  
5. Providing meaning/form-
focused feedback 
Because of the additional time and opportunity to compose and 
edit her feedback, the instructor frequently integrated form-
focused feedback into the communicative stream.  
6. Using linguistic traps The instructor ‘‘trapped’’ learners into using specific target 
language forms under study.  
 
 
Interaction Hypothesis, and the distinction between preemptive and negotiated input were 
also presented with examples. Finally, teacher’s presence in chat rooms and instructional 
strategies used by teachers in CMC environments were presented. As a result of interaction 
and negotiation of meaning, learner uptake is likely to occur. 
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Uptake 
 
In interaction with other learners or the teacher, learner uptake of the target forms 
can occur. Lyster and Ranta (1997) define uptake as “a student’s utterance that immediately 
follows the teacher’s feedback and that constitutes a reaction in some way to the teacher’s 
intention to draw attention to some aspect of the student’s initial utterance” (p. 49). Uptake 
categories identified by Lyster and Ranta (1997) are presented in Table 2. 
 
Table 2. Uptake categories (Lyster & Ranta, 1997) from (Ellis & Barkhuizen, 2005, p. 175) 
A Repair  
 1 Repetition (i.e. the student repeats the teacher’s feedback). 
 2 Incorporation (i.e. the student incorporates repetition of the correct form in 
a longer utterance). 
 3 Self-repair (i.e. the student corrects the error in response to teacher 
feedback that did not supply the correct form). 
 4 Peer-repair (i.e. a student other than the student who produced the error 
corrects it in response to teacher feedback). 
B Needs 
repair 
 
 1 Acknowledgement (e.g. the student says ‘yes’ or ‘no’). 
 2 Same error (i.e. the student produces the same error again). 
 3 Different error (i.e. the student fails the correct the original error and in 
addition produces a different error). 
 4 Off target (i.e. the student responds by circumventing the teacher’s 
linguistic focus). 
 5 Hesitation (i.e. the student hesitates in response to the teacher feedback). 
 6 Partial repair (i.e. the student partly corrects the initial error). 
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Ellis, Basturkmen, and Loewen (2001b) “take a broader perspective to acknowledge that 
uptake can occur even when the previous move does not involve corrective feedback”  
(p. 286). They extend Lyster and Ranta’s (1997) definition and propose the following: 
1. Uptake is a student move. 
2. The move is optional (i.e., a focus on form does not obligate the student to 
provide an uptake move). 
3. The uptake move occurs in episodes where learners have demonstrated a gap in 
their knowledge (e.g., by making an error, by asking a question, or by failing to 
answer a teacher’s question). 
4. The uptake move occurs as a reaction to some preceding move in which another 
participant (usually the teacher) either explicitly or implicitly provides 
information about a linguistic feature. (p. 286) 
 Uptake has an important place in second language acquisition because of its potential 
contribution to the acquisition process. Table 3 gives the summary of the value of uptake in 
SLA outlined in Loewen (2004). 
 In their study conducted on a classroom setting, Ellis et at. (2001b) identify three 
types of focus-on-form episodes (FFEs): responding, student-initiated, and teacher-initiated 
FFEs. They categorize Responding FFEs as reactive focus on form, and student- and 
teacher-initiated ones as preemptive focus on form. Responding FFE is defined as “an 
episode in which one participant (usually the teacher) responds to an utterance produced by 
another participant (usually a student) that is problematic either because its meaning is not 
clear or because it contains a linguistic error” (p. 295). For Responding FFEs, they 
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distinguish three types of uptake adapting the categories outlined by Lyster and Ranta 
(1997): 
1. Acknowledge (the participant who initially produced the utterance that triggered 
the episode indicated acceptance of feedback, often by responding yes). 
2. Repair (the participant who initially produced the utterance that triggered the 
episode produces the targeted feature correctly after feedback). 
3. Needs Repair (the participant who initially produced the utterance that triggered 
the episode uses the target feature but incorrectly). (p. 297-298)  
 
Table 3. The value of uptake in SLA (Loewen, 2004) 
Benefit Reference
Uptake provides opportunities for learners to proceduralize target 
language knowledge already internalized in declarative form 
Lyster (1998)
In the uptake moves, producing the correct form may help learners 
automatize their L2 production and lead to increased fluency 
de Bot (1996), 
Swain (1995)
Uptake constitutes one type of ‘‘pushed output’’ which enable students 
to “reanalyze and modify their non-target output as they test new 
hypotheses about the target language’’ 
Swain (1985, 
1995, 2000)
Lyster (1998)
Uptake, as a form of pushed output, then, may be an indication of 
noticing, which is likely to facilitate SLA. 
Schmidt (1990, 
1995, 2001)
In the uptake moves, focus on form  may help learners notice the gap 
in their own interlanguage abilities  
Schmidt & 
 Frota (1986)
Uptake, as ‘‘a reformulated utterance from the learner gives some 
reasons to believe that the mismatch between learner utterance and 
target utterance has been noticed, a step at least toward acquisition’’ 
Lightbown (1998)
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In the current study, however, student-initiated focus-on-form episodes will also be 
considered as “reactive focus on form” since in these episodes, students demonstrate a gap 
in their knowledge and prospective teachers provide them with the corrective feedback. In 
this case, such feedback cannot be categorized as preemptive focus on form because 
prospective teachers are not explaining the meaning of a word or a grammatical structure 
without first noticing the gap in the learner’s interlanguage, that is they do not provide any 
linguistic information preemptively. In student- and teacher-initiated focus on form episodes, 
the uptake types identified by Ellis et al. (2001b) are: 
1. Recognize (the student acknowledges the information received, often by means 
of one of four linguistic tokens: mm, oh, uhuh, ah.) 
2. Apply (in actual language production, the student attempts to make use of the 
information received, e.g., rephrasing or giving an example). 
3. Needs Application (the student fails to demonstrate processing of the information 
received, e.g., says something that demonstrates lack of understanding or simply 
repeats what the teacher has said). (p. 298) 
 Investigating the predictors for uptake and its success in incidental focus on form 
episodes, Loewen (2004) indicates that uptake “does not necessarily occur after the 
provision of linguistic information” (p. 155) as the students might prefer not to react to the 
information provided or because they might not have the chance to do so due to the 
unremitting flow of the interaction. One of important finding in Loewen’s study (2004) 
related to the current study is that in student-initiated FFEs about vocabulary, “students did 
not often repeat all or even part of the definition provided for them” (p. 180). Loewen also 
discovered that complexity, timing, and response “constituted the best predictive model for 
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uptake” (p. 179). He posited that complex FFEs involving multiple turns between the 
teacher and student, immediate treatment of the trigger, and elicit response moves—rather 
than provides—were more likely to lead to uptake.  
In Smith’s (2004) study, uptake occurred in nearly three-fourths of the focus on form 
episodes where it was possible, and nearly three-fourths of the uptake moves were 
successful. Smith indicates that “[u]ptake was also more likely to occur in episodes 
involving negotiation of meaning, which in this study included negotiation around 
vocabulary” (p. 385). Smith (2004) also argues that in his SCMC data:  
successful uptake in the conventional sense, even when allowing for Ellis et al.’s 
(2001) broader perspective, occurred very rarely … [and] that the amount of 
successful uptake was not related to which input modification strategy [negotiated 
vs. preemptive input] learners employed. (p. 385) 
An uptake was considered as “successful” “when it demonstrates that a student can 
use a feature correctly or has understood a feature” and “unsuccessful” if there is no attempt 
to repair or where an attempted repair fails or where “it fails to clearly demonstrate 
understanding of the targeted feature” (Ellis et al., 2001b, p. 299). Tables 4 and 5 present 
two examples with the analyses. In the first example in Table 4, the student initiates the 
uptake move once he or she asks the meaning of the word spoil. This uptake move is 
considered as complex since it involves multiple turns from both the student and the teacher. 
The linguistic focus of the uptake move is vocabulary as the negotiation is around the word 
unknown to the student. The outcome of the uptake move is successful because the student’s 
utterance in the last line indicates that he/she understood the meaning of the word and that 
he/she is able to use the word in a proper way. In the second example in Table 5, the uptake 
 27
move is teacher-initiated since it is the teacher asking the student the meaning of the word 
revising. This uptake move is not complex since both the teacher and the student take only 
two turns in this negotiation sequence. It is simple uptake move resulting from negotiation 
around a vocabulary item. The uptake outcome is considered as unsuccessful because the 
student only repeats the explanation provided by the teacher, which does not clearly show 
that he or she understood the meaning of the word. 
Smith (2005) investigated “whether a negotiation routine’s complexity affects 
learner uptake and if this uptake affects lexical acquisition in a synchronous computer-
mediated environment” (p. 33). He used the data from his previous study (Smith, 2004), and 
his findings suggested that learner uptake was not influenced by the complexity of 
negotiation routines. He also found no relationship between the degree of uptake (none, 
successful, and unsuccessful) and acquisition of vocabulary items. Upon his findings he 
suggested the following: 
1. The notion of uptake must be expanded to include delayed uptake in an SCMC 
environment.  
2. In learner-learner SCMC, successful learner uptake in the conventional sense 
occurs relatively infrequently. 
3. Simple and complex NFFEs [negotiated focus-on-form episodes] occur in about 
equal proportions in a task-based SCMC environment. 
4. The complexity of the negotiation routine does not seem to affect whether or not 
learners uptake information from the interlocutor, nor does it seem to affect the 
type of learner uptake when it does occur. 
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Table 4. Analysis of successful uptake (Ellis et al., 2001b, pp. 300-301) 
Excerpt  Analysis 
 
Type 
Student-
initiated 
Student has failed to understand a 
key word in the discourse; the 
whole episode involves the 
negotiation of meaning of the 
meaning of spoil. 
 Source Meaning  
 
Complexity Complex 
Involves a number of exchanges 
before the problem is finally 
resolved. 
 
Directness Direct 
Teacher uses a Provide to give 
information about the linguistic 
item. 
 Linguistic 
focus: 
Vocabulary  
Student: excuse me, T, what’s spoil means? 
Teacher: spoil means = 
S: = spoil 
T: if you are my child 
S: mhm 
T: and you keep saying give me, give me sweets, 
give me money, give me a football, let me watch 
TV, and I say yes all the time, yes, I spoil you. I 
give you too much because you always get what 
you want. 
S: ah ah 
T: so 
S: they spoil them, mm, they always get 
whatever 
 
Uptake Apply 
Uptake is successful, as it 
demonstrates the student has 
grasped the meaning of the word. 
 
Excerpt  Analysis 
 
Type 
Teacher-
initiated 
 
 
Source Meaning 
Teacher wonders whether 
students know the meaning 
of the word. 
 Complexity Simple  
 
Directness Direct 
Teacher answers her own 
question by means of a 
Provide. 
 Linguistic 
focus: 
Vocabulary  
T: what does revising mean? 
S: revising? 
T: revising means looking at your work and learning 
again, looking and learning 
S: learning again 
 
Uptake 
Needs 
Application 
Uptake is unsuccessful, 
because the student only 
repeats the teacher’s 
definition. 
Table 5. Analysis of unsuccessful uptake (Ellis et al., 2001b, pp. 301-302) 
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 5. The presence or absence of learner uptake (successful or unsuccessful) during 
learner-learner task-based SCMC activities does not seem to be an important 
variable in the short and middle-term acquisition of target lexical items. (Smith, 
2005, p. 50) 
Learner uptake is an expected outcome of interactions both in classroom and online settings, 
as it is believed to have positive effects on second language acquisition. Different types of 
uptake are likely to occur according to the nature of the conversation (i.e., linguistic focus, 
complexity, source), and uptake outcome can be either successful or unsuccessful. In SCMC 
environments, learner uptake is likely to occur later than expected in a face-to-face 
conversation. One of the important components of a conversation that is like to make 
successful learner uptake possible is the assistance provided by the more competent speaker. 
 
Scaffolding 
 
In its original sense, scaffolding means “a structure of metal poles and wooden 
boards put against a building for workers to stand on when they want to reach the higher 
parts of the building”8. Gibbons (2002) explains “[a]s each bit of the new building is 
finished, the scaffolding is taken down. The scaffolding is temporary, but essential for the 
successful construction of the building” (p. 10). The term scaffolding was first introduced to 
psychology by Wood, Bruner, and Ross (1976). Sherin, Reiser, and Edelson (2004) present 
several authors’ definitions of the construct of scaffolding: 
                                                 
8 http://dictionary.cambridge.org/ 
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           1.   Scaffolding refers to support provided so that the learner can engage in activities 
that would otherwise be beyond their abilities. (Jackson, Krajcik, & Soloway, 
1998, p. 187) 
           2.   Scaffolds are tools, strategies, and guides which support students in attaining a          
higher level of understanding; one which would be impossible if students worked 
on their own. (Brush & Saye, 2001, p. 334) 
3. Scaffolding enables the learner to achieve goals or accomplish processes 
normally out of reach. (Krajcik, Czerniak, & Berger, 1998, p. 39) 
4. [Scaffolding is] support which enables a student to achieve a goal or action that 
would not be possible without that support. (Guzdial, 1994, p. 3) 
5. [Scaffolding is] support which facilitates the student learning to achieve the goal 
or action without the support in the future. (Guzdial, 1994, p. 3) 
They also present the following passages from Collins, Brown, and Newman (1989) 
“that uses the notion of scaffolding as part of characterization of cognitive apprenticeship” 
(p. 391): 
A key aspect of coaching is the provision of scaffolding, which is the support, 
in the form of reminders and help that the apprentice requires to approximate 
the execution of the entire composite of skills. (Collins et al., p. 456) 
Scaffolding refers to the supports the teacher provides to help the student 
carry out the task …When scaffolding is provided by a teacher, it requires the 
teacher to carry out parts of the overall task that the student cannot yet 
manage. (Collins et al., 1989, p. 482) 
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 In education, one of the common definitions of scaffolding is any help provided by 
a more knowledgeable or experienced person for a novice learner. In the L2 context, the 
more competent learner or the native speaker “interacts with the novice to guide or expose 
him or her to higher-level functions, such as the more complex structures of the L2” 
(Thoms, Liao, & Szustak, 2005, p. 164). 
Bradley and Bradley (2004) list three types of scaffolding effective for language 
learning: 
1. Simplifying the language: The teacher can simplify the language by shortening 
selections, speaking in the present tense, and avoiding the use of idioms. 
2. Asking for completion, not generation: The teacher can have students choose 
answers from a list or complete a partially finished outline or paragraph. 
3. Using visuals: The teacher can present information and ask for students to 
respond through the use of graphic organizers, tables, charts, outlines, and 
graphs. 
Some of the facilitative tools that can be utilized in scaffolding student learning are: 
breaking the task into smaller more, manageable parts; using ‘think alouds’, or verbalizing 
thinking processes when completing a task; cooperative learning, which promotes teamwork 
and dialogue among peers; concrete prompts, questioning; coaching; cue cards or modeling 
as well as the activation of background knowledge, giving tips, strategies, cues and 
procedures (Lipscomb, Swanson, & West, 2004).  
Citing McDevitt and Ormrod (2002) and Eggen and Kauchak (1999), Verenikina 
(2003) also lists some other techniques of scaffolding such as providing guidelines, keeping 
attention focused, providing examples, and questioning. Sharpe (2001) identifies “two 
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 distinct opportunities for scaffolding that help students to develop deep knowledge: 
‘designed-in’ scaffolding and ‘point-of-need’ scaffolding” (p. 32). These two opportunities 
correspond to macro- and micro-scaffolding strategies respectively. In macro-scaffolding the 
support is embedded in a unit of work. “In this kind of scaffolding, the teacher uses the unit-
planning stage to consider both the outcomes to be assessed (knowledge, skills, and 
understandings) and the students’ previous experiences” (Sharpe, 2001, p. 33). An example 
of this type of scaffolding can be “a sequence of activities demonstrating the language 
features of information reports, and providing opportunities for students to practice these 
features before using them to construct a report” (Dooley, 2002, p. 4).  
In ‘point of need’ scaffolding—which is also considered as micro-scaffolding—
opportunities for support are not planned beforehand, but arise in the course of pedagogic 
practice. Sharpe (2001) states that “this contingent scaffolding relies on the teacher being 
able to identify a ‘teachable moment’ and maximize the learning potential of that moment” 
(p. 33). This kind of scaffolding is usually provided through classroom talk, mainly 
dialogues. In synchronous online environments micro-scaffolding (point-of-need 
scaffolding) is likely to occur often due to unpredictable nature of real-time chat. This kind 
of scaffolding is also “commonly used to support students in learning technical vocabulary” 
(Sharpe, 2001, p. 36). Some of the strategies listed by Sharpe (2001) include: 
1. repetition of student remarks 
2. recasting—acknowledging the student’s remark and then modifying it so that it is 
more technically appropriate 
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           3.   appropriation—transforming the information offered by the students. This works 
at a deeper level than recasting. In this strategy, the teacher takes up the idea      
      behind the student’s remark, offering it back in a more technically appropriate 
way (p. 37). 
Quoting Long (1996), Ellis (2005) defines recasting as “an utterance that rephrases 
the previous speaker’s utterance ‘by changing one or more sentence components (subject, 
verb or object) while still referring to its central meanings’” (p. 184). 
In Example 1 above, in the third line student fails to use the adjective “small” in 
genitive case and the teacher repeats the student’s utterance by giving the right case form, 
using the recasting strategy. The following example from Tudini (2003, p. 152) 
demonstrates recasting by a native speaker: 
Example 7: 
Recasting 
1 L: io devo vado adesso  
2 NS: io devo andare adesso 
3 L: ciao 
4 L: mi dispiace si tu hai ragione andare 
I have I go now 
I have to go now 
bye 
Sorry you're right to go 
 
In Example 7, the language learner uses the modal auxiliary verb “have” and fails to 
add the infinitive form after it in line 1. The native speaker simply repeats the learner’s 
utterance by correcting the error in line 2. In line 4, the learner realizes that he or she made 
an error in his or her previous utterance upon the recast and produces the right form.  
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           Ohta (2000) points out that: 
recent work has demonstrated the gains produced through a collaborative process 
called scaffolding, through which assistance is provided from person to person such       
that an interlocutor is enabled to do something she or he might not have been able  
to do otherwise. (p. 52)  
The construct of scaffolding is commonly used within the Sociocultural Theory (SCT), 
which posits that assistance provided to the learner in the Zone of Proximal Development 
(ZPD) by another learner or an expert helps the former to accomplish a task that he or she 
would not be able to do on his or her own. Vygotsky (1978), who considered social 
interaction as the basis for learning, developed the construct of ZPD. The following 
quotation from him in Ohta (2001, p. 53-54) explains the nature of learning according to the 
SCT: 
Any function in the child’s cultural development appears twice, or on two 
planes. First it appears on the social plane, and then on the psychological 
plane. First it appears between people as an interpsychological category, and 
then within the child as an intrapsychological category. This is equally true 
with regard to voluntary attention, logical memory, the formation of 
concepts, and the development of volition…. [I]t goes without saying that 
internalization transforms the process itself and changes its structure and 
functions. Social relations or relations among people genetically underlie all 
higher functions and their relationships. (Vygotsky, 1981, p. 163) 
Six elements of ideal scaffolding identified by Zhao and Orey (1999) are outlined in 
Table 6 (Lipscomb et al., 2004). 
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Table 6. Six elements of ideal scaffolding 
Element Benefit 
1. sharing a specific goal 
(achieving a task) 
increases intersubjectivity between the learner and the more 
knowledgeable other (MKO) and also helps decrease learner 
frustration because the learner knows that he is not alone in 
trying to achieve the task 
2. whole-task approach focus is on learning the task as a whole, not concentrating on 
individual sub-skills of the task 
3. immediate availability 
of help 
providing help for the learner when he is at a point where he 
needs help in order to continue the task. When learners are left 
for too long at a point where they cannot make progress, they 
may lose interest and motivation and become frustrated. 
4. assisting the learner in 
his intentions 
The MKO should help the learner on whatever he is currently 
struggling with, so as not to interrupt another train of thought. 
This meshes well with the previous element of immediacy—
helping the learner when he needs it, not after he moves to 
another task or problem. 
5. providing an optimal 
level of help 
The MKO should provide assistance that is tailored to the 
needs of the learner. It should be just enough to get the learner 
past his current difficulties. The MKO should assist only in 
those steps that are beyond the learner's ability. 
6. conveying of an expert 
model 
An expert model is a model of a task that will lead the learner 
to accomplish the task efficiently. This model provides a 
framework around which learners can organize their skills. 
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 Scaffolding has an important place in online learning environments as well, and 
technology has much to offer language teachers so that they can scaffold students’ learning. 
Chapelle (2003) dedicates a whole chapter of her book to discuss the potential of technology 
for language learners, where she explains and illustrates a variety of ways and tools 
available for making input salient for the language learner. McLoughlin and Marshall (2000) 
state: 
Scaffolding can be provided both electronically and by an online tutor. 
Electronic scaffolding might be a progressive self test, hints about solving a 
problem or completing a task, examples of completed work or guided tasks 
that lead the learner towards more complex, extended, independent 
performance. The most important point about scaffolding is that it engages 
the learner actively at his/her current level of understanding until the point 
where the support is no longer required. 
The value of scaffolding in all learning contexts is undeniable. Teachers, native, or 
more competent speakers can use a variety of strategies to provide assistance for language 
learners. Computer-mediated communication offers opportunities for such assistance to be 
provided owing to its resemblance to the actual face-to-face communication to a great 
extent. 
Computer-mediated Communication 
 Online communication has now become part of our lives as people from different 
parts of the world communicate using synchronous and asynchronous communication tools 
(see Warschauer, 2004). CMC is an important and growing component of CALL. “CMC-
based CALL includes email and chat, arguably the most popular generic applications in 
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 CALL so far, and also MOO (Multi-user Object Oriented), audiographics, audio- and 
video-conferencing and mobile learning options, such as cell phone and instant messaging” 
(Levy, 2006, p. 3-4). Computer-mediated communication can be established through various 
software programs and through different forms. The most commonly used CMC mode is 
asynchronous, where the whole message is sent at once with a certain time delay between 
the time the message is sent and the reply received (e.g., e-mail, discussion boards). As the 
most common form of synchronous CMC,  
instant messaging (IM) is a close relative of email, though occurring within a 
synchronous time frame that requires both sender and receiver to be online at the 
same time. Online in this case means on the Internet with either a hard-wired or a 
wireless connection; the connection can be on the computer (desktop, laptop, or 
hand-held device) or an IM-capable cell phone. (Lafford & Lafford, 2005, p. 687).  
Kern (2006) defines computer-mediated communication as:  
not a single, uniform genre of language use, but rather a constellation of genres 
related partly to the particular medium (e.g., instant messaging, e-mail, chat groups, 
blogs, MOOs) and partly to the particular social and cultural contexts of a given act 
of communication. (p. 193) 
 Computer-mediated communication has been widely used in SLA research as well 
and has proved itself as a useful tool in language teaching and learning. Smith (2004) lists 
the benefits of CMC as follows: (a) it provides rich input, (b) it promotes pushed output, (c) 
it provides plentiful and dynamic feedback, (d) it focuses learners’ attention on aspect of the 
TL, and (e) it enhances noticing (p. 371). Smith also states that CMC can have potential 
benefits over face-to-face interaction such as increased participation—equity—among 
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 students, an increased quantity of learner output, and increased quality of learner output. 
Concerning the benefits of CMC in the context of ESL, Chapelle (2003) indicates that CMC 
enables learners to “communicate with proficient speakers of English, knowledgeable 
informants, and interesting interlocutors, none of whom might be available in the 
classroom” (p. 24). This is very important particularly for the foreign language learning 
where all those abovementioned interlocutors are not actually available. Chapelle also points 
out that the written interactive exchanges are particularly beneficial since this mode “allows 
the learner time to reflect on the language (both during and after production) while engaging 
in interaction” (p. 24). Smith (2003) underlines the same benefit by stating that “written 
nature of computer-based discussions allows a greater opportunity to attend to and reflect 
upon the form and content of the message, while retaining the conversational feel and flow 
as well as the interactional nature of verbal discussions” (p. 39). Focusing on the language of 
synchronous CALL, Levy (2006) states that mainly:  
as a result of temporal constraints, the language [in synchronous CALL] is marked 
by the frequent use of communication strategies and formulaic language, and lexical, 
rather than syntactical, negotiations, [which is likely to] … lead learners to attend to 
communicating meaning and fluency rather than accuracy and form. (p. 7)  
Kern (2006) explains the nature of chat and instant messaging as follows: 
The interactive and fragmentary nature of chat and instant messaging makes 
them seem somewhat speech-like. However, unlike spoken discourse, the 
binary on/off nature of the communication does not allow backchanneling 
(uhhuh, right, shaking of head, etc.) from a partner while one is 
communicating. CMC lacks backchanneling because information is          
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           communicated principally in textual form, making it a leaner overall medium 
than face-to-face communication, where auditory, tactile, olfactory as well as 
visual channels operate, allowing eye contact, context perception, gestural and 
prosodic information, and thereby enriching communication. (pp. 193-194) 
Smith and Gorsuch (2004) used a different methodological approach to “light many 
nuances of SCMC [synchronous computer-mediated communication] interaction that are 
obscured when relying on printed chat scripts alone” (p. 553). Using a usability lab:  
(a setting in which an audio track, close up video views of participants and their 
respective computer chat screens are simultaneously heard, seen, and recorded), they 
recorded video, audio, and screen capture for the synchronous CMC sessions in 
order to coordinate learners’ actions (utterances; gestures; changes in body posture; 
composing, editing, and sending of text messages; etc.) with the language they create 
during interactions. (p. 554)  
Although this approach proved to be helpful in terms of understanding learners’ behaviors, 
technical requirements of such a setup might not be met in every context, as was the case in 
this study. 
Integration of CMC activities into a language learning curriculum brings about some 
considerations regarding its practicality. Blake (2006) presents the following practical 
observations based on his conclusions from previous studies he conducted: 
1. Successful CMC activities are highly task sensitive. Tasks must be carefully 
crafted with an eye to stimulating interactions and negotiations of meaning. 
2.  The technical limitations and protocols of the CMC tool need to be taught to the 
students beforehand. Nothing subverts a CMC curriculum faster than a few  
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                 technical glitches or the lack of technical knowledge caused by incomplete 
learning of the tool. 
3.  There must also exist an adequate system of technical support if something does 
go wrong so that the students can report the problem(s) and receive a timely 
solution. 
4.  The students must feel that their work is part of the curriculum – not extra credit – 
and will be reviewed and rewarded as such. 
5.  Finally, CMC tasks that are reincorporated into the classroom activities will 
reinforce the lessons learned individually and stimulate other students to achieve 
a high level of quality in their own exchanges. (p. 245) 
 Another practical observation concerns Hubbard's (2004) proposed “learner training” 
which is expected to enable language learners “to make informed decisions about how to use 
computer resources effectively to meet their learning objectives” (p. 51). Citing Pellettieri 
(2000), Hubbard (2004) suggests that:  
learners should be given practice in how to prepare themselves for such 
[synchronous text] interactions, especially if the teacher is not prepared to heavily 
monitor the sessions which will enable them to “get more value from” these 
interactions. (p. 58-59). 
Computer-mediated communication environment offers various benefits and 
flexibility for language learning. CMC activities can be customized to focus on different 
components of the target language. For example, CMC can be a great tool to use for 
activities that focus on vocabulary learning. 
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Vocabulary Acquisition 
 
Learning vocabulary is one of the main components of learning a language and is of 
critical importance to the typical language learner (Zimmermann, 1997). Different types of 
vocabulary knowledge exist, and many factors affect vocabulary acquisition such as:  
the word’s phonotactic features or regularity, its frequency, orthography , length, 
morphology, synformy9, idiomaticity, number of meanings, as well as a word’s 
semantic properties such as abstractness, specificity and register restriction, word 
class, and imageability of concept and individual differences. (Smith, 2004, p. 367) 
Henriksen (1999) proposes three dimensions of vocabulary development: (a) a “partial-
precise” knowledge dimension, (b) a “depth of knowledge” dimension, and (c) a “receptive-
productive” dimension (p. 304).  
Receptive vocabulary use involves perceiving the form of a word while listening or 
reading and retrieving its meaning. Productive vocabulary use involves wanting to 
express a meaning through speaking or writing and retrieving and producing the 
appropriate spoken or written word form. (Nation, 2001, p. 24-25) 
The complexity of the process of vocabulary acquisition is emphasized in many research 
studies (e.g., Nation, 2001; Smith, 2004), which “involves at a minimum, noticing the 
various properties (i.e., morphological, phonological, syntactic, semantic, stylistic, and 
collocational) of the new lexical item, the storage of the item in the internal lexicon, and the 
consolidation of such storage” (Smith, 2004, p. 366). Nation (2001) provides a broad 
 
9 see Laufer, B. (1991). The development of L2 lexis in the expression of the advanced language learner. 
Modern Language Journal 75: 440-448. 
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 overview of the different kinds of vocabulary knowledge and the most effective kinds of 
learning which is outlined in Table 7. 
 
Table 7. Kinds of vocabulary knowledge and the most effective kinds of learning (from  
              Nation, 2001, p. 35) 
 
Kinds of 
knowledge 
 Kinds of learning Activities 
Form  
Implicit learning 
involving noticing 
Repeated meetings as in 
repeated reading 
Meaning  Strong explicit learning 
Depth of processing through 
use of images, elaboration, 
deliberate inferencing 
Grammar 
collocation 
Implicit learning Repetition 
Use 
Constraints on use Explicit learning 
Explicit guidance and 
feedback 
 
There is also distinction made between incidental and intentional vocabulary 
learning. Laufer and Hulstijn (2001) explain this distinction by whether or not learners are 
aware that they are going to be tested after a task on the target language forms that they are 
expected to recall. If they are told in advance that there is going to be a test after the task, it 
is considered intentional learning. In this study, targeted vocabulary items consist of 
concrete nouns, and intentional vocabulary learning is aimed through designing tasks that 
would require learners to use the pre-selected lexical items in a communicative task context.  
In their study on incidental vocabulary acquisition, Laufer and Hulstijn (2001) also 
introduced the construct of task-induced involvement in vocabulary acquisition. This 
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 construct has three motivational and cognitive dimensions: need, search, and evaluation. 
“The need component is the motivational, non-cognitive dimension of the involvement. It is 
concerned with the need to achieve” (Laufer & Hulstijn, 2001, p. 14). When learners are 
completing a task and run into an unknown vocabulary item, they will see the need to find 
the meaning of that item.  
Need is moderate when it is imposed by an external agent, e.g., the need to use a 
word in a sentence which the teacher asked the learner to produce. Need is strong 
when imposed on the learner by him- or herself. (Laufer & Hulstijn, 2001, p. 14)   
Search refers to the efforts of the learner to find the meaning of an unknown 
vocabulary item by different means. And lastly, evaluation involves:  
a comparison of a given word with other words, a specific meaning of a word with 
its other meanings, or combining the word with other words in order to assess 
whether a word (i.e., a form-meaning pair) does or does not fit its context. ((Laufer 
& Hulstijn, 2001, p. 14)  
Finally, the combination of those three factors creates an involvement load, and “words 
which are processed with higher involvement load will be retained better than words which 
are processed with lower involvement load” ((Laufer & Hulstijn, 2001, p. 15). In the current 
study, the involvement load is expected to be strong since the learners will need to know 
certain vocabulary items to complete the tasks (need) and will have prospective teachers as a 
source to find out their meanings (search). 
In their article on computer assisted vocabulary learning, Ma and Kelly (2006) 
discuss the approaches to vocabulary learning and how CALL programs can be used to 
 45
 teach vocabulary. They categorize vocabulary learning under two paradigms: implicit and 
explicit learning.  
Implicit learning is associated with natural, effortless and meaning focused learning; 
explicit learning implies that learning requires more deliberate effort than simply 
engaging in meaning focused activities and that a link has to be established between 
meaning and form by various means. (p. 16)  
Among the CALL programs for vocabulary learning, Ma and Kelly (2006) list multimedia 
packages with vocabulary learning activities, programs made up of written texts with 
electronic glosses, and programs dedicated to vocabulary learning. It is possible to add 
computer-mediated communication tools to this list as will be discussed below, because 
learning activities designed for CMC environments can also help vocabulary learning. This 
is in line with the approach that “sees vocabulary as something that is to be acquired 
peripherally (i.e., implicitly) while the student is engaged in authentic task, such as looking 
at pages on the Internet or through communicating through some form of CMC” (Levy & 
Stockwell, 2006, p. 188). 
Involvement in communicative activities in online environment is likely to promote 
vocabulary acquisition on language learner’s part. They will have prospective teachers on 
the other end of the line as native or more competent speakers of the language, who will 
have pedagogical content knowledge. The benefit of participating in such experience for the 
prospective teachers would be to develop their pedagogical and technological skills. 
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 Technology in Second Language Teacher Education 
  
Technology is integrated into our lives more and more and is becoming a part of the 
curriculum in many educational institutions. Many courses are taught online or supported by 
a course management tool like Blackboard, WebCT, or Wimba; teachers use technology in 
actual classrooms to enhance the learning outcomes by increasing student motivation. 
Chapelle and Hegelheimer (2004) inform us of the profile of language teachers needed for 
the 21st century who have essential technological skills and “understand the capabilities and 
limitations of technology in teaching and who accept responsibility for critically examining 
the options and their implications” (p. 313). In her article focusing on the impact of the 
sociocultural turn on teacher education, Johnson (2006) states how new technologies redraw 
the boundaries of language teachers’ professional development. She indicates that:  
the availability of online teacher certificate programs, various configurations of 
online and face-to-face instruction, and the use of synchronic and asynchronic 
computer-mediated communication (CMC) tools such as online bulletin boards, chat 
rooms, and blogs have helped create virtual communities where teachers can engage 
in discussions about and inquiry into their own learning and the learning 
environments that they seek to create for students. (p. 244) 
Hampel and Stickler (2005) also emphasize the need for language teachers with new 
skills for online learning environments. They state that online tutors “have to rely on their 
expertise as a language teacher as well as knowing how to use virtual environments in the 
context of useful approaches to language learning” (p. 315). Hampel and Stickler (2005) 
build a pyramid of skills which have the following layers from bottom to top: basic ICT 
(Information and Communication Technologies), specific technical competence with the 
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 software, dealing with the constraints and possibilities of the medium, online socialization, 
facilitating communicative competence, and own style. 
Language teachers and CALL practitioners should also be able to make good 
“decisions about what type of hardware and software to adopt in achieving specific learning 
objectives … [and know] students’ abilities, goals, and perceptions related to different types 
of CALL” (Levy & Stockwell, 2006, p. 191-193). 
Hubbard and Levy (2006) outline a framework for CALL Teacher Education. They 
indicate that “[i]t is becoming increasingly important to prepare language teachers to 
integrate technology into their classes in ways that are technically smooth and pedagogically 
sound” (p. 1). They explain current ways of preparing language teachers to use technology: 
reading a single chapter within a comprehensive methodology textbook or participating in a 
one-time in-service workshop, through dedicated courses and seminars, CALL course series, 
CALL certificates, and even CALL graduate degrees. Hubbard and Levy (2006) identify 
four general trends in CALL education: 
1. the production of training and support materials directly oriented toward 
classroom teachers; 
2. a small but growing literature in CALL teacher education itself at the levels of 
both research and practice; 
3. frameworks that attempt to define CALL practice on the basis of principles 
derived from particular language teaching approaches, especially those supported 
by SLA (second language acquisition) research; and 
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            4.  the use of online collaborative learning techniques in CALL teacher education 
with a growing interest in the quality of the transfer of skills and expertise from 
formal courses to the language classroom. (p. 5) 
Usually in teacher education programs only one course is dedicated to educational 
technology in general. In the teacher education program where I studied Turkish Language 
and Literature, I had only one course in that field: Educational Technology and Materials 
Development. This was a common course for pre-service teachers in the subject matters of 
History, Biology, English, and Turkish Language and Literature. In the language teacher 
education programs in other universities in Turkey the situation was not any different—
perhaps even worse. In a North American context, actually in the region where one part of 
the participants of the current study are from, the language teacher education programs also 
had only one course devoted to develop computer competencies for pre-service language 
teachers. Peters (2006) conducted a study at the Université du Québec à Montréal (UQAM): 
(1) to determine whether one technology course in a four year program was 
sufficient to develop technological competencies in pre-service teachers, and (2) to 
examine whether pre-service teachers, after having followed a course on technology 
in the language classroom, would have positive attitudes towards technology in 
schools and would feel comfortable integrating technology in their future classes.  
(p. 154)   
Peters (2006) used two questionnaires to collect data: one for eliciting demographic data and 
one adapted from Desjardins, Lacasse, and Bélair (2001) to explore students’ perceptions of 
their technological competencies at the beginning and at the end of the course. Students’ 
journal entries were also used to provide qualitative data. Results of the analysis of data 
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 from a two-year period suggested that “pre-service teachers were not sufficiently prepared 
to integrate technology in their future language classes” (p. 163). Citing other research 
studies (Benson, 2000; Gillingham & Topper, 1999; Wildner, 1999), Peters (2006) contends 
that:  
a single course on technology integration in a teacher education program was not 
sufficient … produced quick results but was too often limited to technical aspects, 
was not distributed over time to guarantee competency development and as a result 
was quickly forgotten by the pre-service teachers. (p. 163-164) 
All this is likely to give pre-service teachers a message that “technology is an add-on rather 
than an integrated component of the program” (p. 164). 
Bancheri (2006) moves one step forward and outlines two phases of teacher training 
in CALL: 
1. the preparation of teachers in effectively evaluating language technologies 
(software, courseware, and language websites); and  
2. the training of teachers to become users of such technologies and to be actively 
involved in their creation or modification. (p. 32) 
 Hartshorne, Ferdig, and Dawson (2005) underline the need for making teacher 
education programs more effective by building collaborations between universities and K-12 
institutions. They argue that both stand-alone technology course and the technology 
workshop in the curriculum can be ineffective because of the (a) lack of development of 
pedagogical methods (i.e., teachers need to develop new methods of instruction), (b) lack of 
time, (c) failure to address current body of research, and (d) failure to address extraneous 
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 issues related to integrating technology into classroom (i.e., collaboration between faculty 
and students, technology access, technology support, lack of faculty expertise, and time)  
(p. 78). Hartshorne et al. (2005) list several benefits of such collaboration for both schools 
and universities. These benefits include “multiple levels of collaborations, potentially 
extensive durations of collaborations, multiple faculty participants from the same 
institutions, and opportunities to assess pedagogical strategies in an authentic context” (p. 
78). Involving pre-service teachers and foreign language learners in online language 
learning tasks as dyads can also be one example of such collaboration. 
Citing Koutsogiannis and Mitsikopoulou (2004), Kern (2006) affirms that the hybrid 
vernacular varieties that learners develop in CMC environments may not have much in 
common with the language that needs to be learned in school contexts. Kern indicates that 
when using new forms of literacy in the CMC environment which is quite different than 
traditional forms of school literacy students might be inclined towards the nonstandard 
forms rather than the standard forms. Kern thus underlines the importance of teaching 
students how to use different registers appropriately in different communicative contexts. In 
line with this concern, pre-service language teachers’ exposure to this new form (CMC) of 
literacy and their ability to customize the CMC environment according to their teaching 
needs gains considerable importance. 
All these aforementioned considerations underline the value for language learners 
and prospective language teachers to engage in technology-based language teaching/learning 
activities to promote second language acquisition and excellence in teaching respectively. 
Following Smith (2004), the current study aims at providing further evidence for the link 
between the Interaction Hypothesis and SLA, investigating the constructs of scaffolding and 
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 learner uptake in online environment, and finally determining the overall effect of this 
online experience on the professional development of prospective language teachers. To 
date, researchers have not both investigated interaction between foreign language learners 
and prospective teachers of the target language and focused on scaffolding and learner 
uptake in one single study. Previous research studies have focused more on learner-learner 
interaction in online environments, and only few provided empirical evidence concerning 
the effect of such experience to second language acquisition. Few research studies exist in 
which pre-service teachers would have the opportunity to interact with language learners 
and the language-learning medium in order to become familiar with or more competent in 
using those media for language teaching and identifying learner characteristics better for 
their future career. The current study is intended to fill this gap by engaging foreign 
language learners and prospective language teachers in communicative tasks in online 
environment both as chat partners and as language learner-competent speaker dyads. This 
kind of unprecedented research design will allow us to demonstrate the contribution of this 
experience to both language learning and teaching. 
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 Research Questions 
 
This study seeks answers to the following research questions: 
1. Does negotiation of meaning in synchronous computer-mediated communication 
facilitate college-level language learners’ subsequent ability to recognize and 
produce new vocabulary? Do observed differences hold up over time? 
2. How often do prospective teachers provide preemptive input? Does preemptive 
input facilitate the vocabulary acquisition as much as negotiated interaction 
does? 
3. What is the relationship between the successful learner uptake and the acquisition 
of new vocabulary? 
4. Do prospective teachers of French and Russian provide scaffolding for learners 
in the online environment? If so, through which channels? 
5. What do prospective teachers of French and Russian as a second language think 
the contribution of an online communication experience with the learners is to 
their professional development? 
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 CHAPTER 3. METHOD 
This chapter discusses the overall design of the study. Methodological foundation of 
the study, participants, instruments and procedures of data collection, and data analysis 
procedures are explained in a comprehensive manner. 
This study uses a mixed-method research design following a concurrent procedure in 
which quantitative and qualitative data are converged in order to provide a more 
comprehensive analysis of the research problem (Creswell, 2003). Concurrent procedure 
means that quantitative and qualitative data are collected at the same time during the study. 
Creswell (2003) explains the mixed methods approach to research as follows: 
a mixed methods approach is one in which the researcher tends to base 
knowledge claims on pragmatic grounds (e.g., consequence-oriented, 
problem-centered, and pluralistic). It employs strategies of inquiry that 
involve collecting data either simultaneously or sequentially to best 
understand research problems. The data collection also involves gathering 
both numeric information (e.g., on instruments) as well as text information 
(e.g., on interviews) so that the final database represents both quantitative and 
qualitative information. (p. 19-20) 
Creswell and Clark (2007) list the following values of the mixed methods research 
vis-à-vis qualitative- or quantitative-only approaches: 
1. Mixed methods research provides strengths that offset the weakness of both 
quantitative and qualitative research. 
2. Mixed methods research provides more comprehensive evidence for studying a 
research problem than either quantitative or qualitative research alone. 
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           3. Mixed methods research helps answer questions that cannot be answered by 
qualitative or quantitative approaches alone. 
4. Mixed methods encourages researchers to collaborate across the sometimes 
adversarial relationship between quantitative and qualitative researchers. 
5. Mixed methods research encourages the use of multiple worldviews or 
paradigms rather than the typical association of certain paradigms for 
quantitative researchers and others for qualitative researchers. 
6. Mixed methods research is “practical” in the sense that the researcher is free to 
use all methods possible to address a research problem. (p. 9-10) 
The current study investigates whether interaction in online environment facilitates 
second language acquisition. In this context, negotiation of meaning is the independent 
variable, and posttest score is the dependent variable. The study also explores the ways 
prospective teachers provide scaffolding for language learners using interactional analysis 
method. Finally, impact of this experience on prospective teachers is investigated through 
collecting qualitative data. This overall objective of the study requires use of mixed methods 
approach, which will provide the best answers for the research questions. Investigation of 
negotiation episodes will require qualitative analysis of the chat scripts that needs to be 
concurrent with the process of quantifying those episodes in order to be able to compare the 
differences between various interactional modification strategies. Of course, pretest-posttest-
delayed posttest design also requires the use of descriptive and inferential statistics in order 
to measure how much those negotiation episodes help vocabulary acquisition. Identifying 
instances of scaffolding and uptake moves will also entail using qualitative methods. At the 
same time, comparison of the effect of different uptake outcomes will be possible by using 
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 inferential statistics. Finally, the effect of this online experience on the professional 
development of prospective language teachers will be investigated through qualitative 
analysis of answers to the surveys and reflections posted by prospective language teachers. 
The mixture of both quantitative and qualitative approaches is likely to provide a better 
picture of different components of this online experience for learning and teaching. 
Participants 
Twenty-two participants were involved in the study. Within the framework of the 
first part of the study, eight students of intermediate French (French 202) at Iowa State 
University (ISU) communicated with eight prospective teachers who were studying in the 
Teaching French as a Second Language program at Université Laval, Québec. The first 
language (L1) of six of the ISU students was English; one student was a native speaker of 
Polish, and one of Spanish. Their participation in the study was on a voluntary basis. The 
online communication activity was considered as an out-of-class activity in which students 
could earn extra credit. An alternative extra-credit activity was offered by the instructor for 
the students who did not want to be a part of this study. The online activities and the 
vocabulary items covered in those activities were not related to the students’ regular 
coursework, but were created by the researcher in collaboration with the instructor. 
The prospective teachers at Université Laval (UL) were all volunteers and their 
instructors gave them extra credit for participating in this study. The pre-service teachers at 
UL were all native speakers of French, except for one native speaker of Romanian. Three of 
the eight participants at ISU were male, whereas only one of the participants at UL was 
male. The ages of the students at UL ranged from 22 to 35. ISU students’ ages were between 
18 and 27, with only one graduate student being older than 21. 
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 In the second part of the study, three students from intermediate Russian (Russian 
202) at Iowa State University (ISU) had online chat sessions with prospective teachers at the 
Nevsky Institute of Language and Culture (NILC) in St. Petersburg, Russia. The smaller 
number of participants for this class could be attributed to the smaller class size—half that of 
the French class—and to the lack of interest on the students’ part. All participants at NILC 
were female and 20 years old, whereas all students at ISU were male with ages ranging 
between 19 and 23. One of the students at ISU was a heritage speaker of Russian, and the 
other two students were native speakers of English. 
Some demographic and background information about the prospective teachers was 
collected through a short survey. Tables 8 and 9 present a set of information for the 
prospective teachers from Québec, Canada, and Russia. In order to keep the names of the 
participants confidential, the names of all language learners were coded as FLL (French 
language learner) and RLL (Russian language learner) and prospective teachers as FPT 
(prospective teacher of French) and RPT (prospective teacher of Russian); each participant 
was randomly assigned a number. 
 All prospective teachers had preliminary experience with instant messaging 
software. Of the 11 prospective teachers, only three (in the French group) had taken a course 
on ICT. Only one of the prospective teachers had teaching experience with American 
learners, whereas all three of the prospective teachers had such prior experience. Only three 
of the prospective teachers of French had online teaching experience. Again, three of the 
prospective teachers of French did not have any student-teaching experience before this 
online experience. Two of the prospective teachers of Russian and three of the prospective 
teachers of French indicated that they did not have much knowledge about software 
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 programs or applications that can be used for language learning. The software programs 
and applications listed by other prospective teachers include Inspiration, Hot Potatoes, MSN  
Messenger, Microsoft Office Applications, web sites for creating crossword puzzles, and 
online dictionaries. 
 
 
Table 8. Possible benefits of online experience with learners 
Prospective 
Teachers of 
French 
FPT1: seeing type of errors, authentic communication 
FPT6: to observe how negotiation of meaning takes place with 
learners 
FPT4: the constraints should be considered as challenges. 
FPT3: direct communication without barriers. Written form allows us 
to see the syntactical errors and correct them. 
PT2: seeing student errors, its causes, and correcting them. 
FPT5: seeing the interlanguage, errors and negative transfers. 
FPT8: understand student motivation to learn L2 in a non-immersion 
environment. 
No response from the Prospective Teachers of Russian 
 
 
 58
 Table 9. Problems anticipated by prospective teachers of French and Russian 
Prospective 
Teachers of 
French 
FPT1: Using MSN, other technical problems. Lack of vocabulary and 
absence of non-verbal language 
FPT6: lack of facial expressions, thus not being able to understand if 
the student understood or not. Not being able to improve students’ 
speaking and listening skills in this environment. 
FPT4: response time, making typos by pressing a wrong key. 
FPT3: difficult to grab the meaning. Non-verbal language is useful for 
understanding the interlocutor. Using codes. 
PT2: not being able to understand what the student is trying to say in 
written form. 
FPT5: to get lost in metalinguistic comments. 
FPT8: the need to get online at exact times each week 
Prospective 
Teachers of 
Russian 
RPT1: lack of visual cues, spending more time on completing the task 
in the computer environment 
RPT2: lack of visual cues (mimics, gestures, etc.  
RPT3: basic drawbacks: technical possibilities, normal communicative 
hindrances. 
 
Prospective teachers of French listed a variety of benefits they could draw from this 
experience most of which can be categorized under “learning more about learners.” 
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 Problems anticipated by this group were generally related to lack of visual cues in online 
text messaging. 
Language learners, on the other hand, expressed their views about the possible 
benefits of this online experience and about the possible problems that they might encounter 
as presented in Table 10. 
 
 
 
 Table 10. Language learners’ preliminary views about the online experience 
Student Possible benefits? Difficulties anticipated? 
FLL1 
The need to communicate will make using the language 
necessary, and that will promote learning through usage. 
We might get stuck without words that I know to say 
something. 
FLL2 
The extra exposure and use of the language will allow me 
to feel more comfortable and confident in my abilities. I 
feel I will also learn quite a bit in the one on one 
conversation with a fluent speaker. 
I fear I may have trouble expressing ideas or thoughts I 
wish to convey. My vocabulary is not as extensive as I 
would like for it to be. I also have trouble with utilizing 
the proper tenses in conversation. 
FLL3 
It will make me familiar with vocabulary I have not seen 
or used very often. It will also make me rely more on 
French than being able to fall back on English. 
I may not know how to answer or say something how I 
want to say it. This creates an opportunity for 
miscommunication. 
FLL4 
It will definitely improve my vocabulary and 
understanding of structure of the language. 
Being able to use the correct tenses and grammar as well 
as coming up with the correct word or a word similar. 
FLL5 
Hopefully, I’ll find a way to use synonyms for words I 
don’t know, or a way to describe them. 
At the moment none. 
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FLL6 
I think it will help increase my vocabulary and help me 
because I am practicing outside of French class time. 
If there is a time I do not know that they are saying or how 
to answer exactly how I want, that will be difficult. 
FLL7 
I think it can be helpful in getting acquainted with the 
French communication style and a good chance to spell 
the words correctly. 
Not to have enough vocabulary stream to get a point 
across and not to spell words correctly 
FLL8 
I am looking forward to improving my French thanks to 
this activity. 
I guess sometimes I may have difficulties with 
understanding some words. But I hope it wouldn’t be that 
bad. 
RLL1 
I will be able to improve my writing and reading skills 
and my vocabulary. 
Difficulties may arise from my somewhat poor spelling. 
RLL2 
I think that as long as they are patient, and help to correct 
me, I will gain confidence in my ability to communicate. 
I may not know many of the words that they use, and so I 
may get lost. I also think that my typing will be too slow 
for a normal conversation. 
RLL3 
It helps to form coherent sentences and accurately convey 
information. 
They [prospective teachers] know far more words in 
Russian than I do. 
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 Instruments 
The instruments used for data collection in this study are the following: 
Pretest for language learners 
The pretest consisted of 96 vocabulary items. The first 48 of those vocabulary items 
were integrated into the six online tasks (eight items per task). The other 48 items were 
chosen as distractors and were later included in the posttests again as distractors. 
Preliminary survey for prospective teachers and language learners 
Both prospective teachers and language learners were given a short survey for their 
demographic information and computer experience (see Appendices A and B). 
two weeks before the online chat sessions started. 
Communicative tasks 
For each session, one communicative task was designed in order to promote 
negotiation of meaning between the two parties and thus increase attention to form (Pica, 
Kanagy, & Falodun, 1993). Citing Ellis (2000), Hampel (2006) lists the task features likely 
to have a positive effect on the quantity of meaning negotiation likely to take place: 
1. information exchange required 
2. two-way information gap 
3. closed outcome 
4. non-familiar task 
5. human/ethical topic 
6. narrative discourse (vs. description/expository) 
7. context-free, involving detailed information. (p. 109) 
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 Keeping these features in mind, two of each of the following tasks were used in the 
current study: jigsaw, decision-making, and information-gap tasks. Tasks are presented in 
Appendix C. Citing the typology developed by Richards (2001), Nunan (2004) gives the 
description of those communicative tasks as follows:  
Jigsaw tasks: These tasks involve learners in combining different pieces of 
information to form a whole.  
Information-gap tasks: These are tasks in which one student or group of students has 
one set of information and another student or group has a complementary set of information. 
They must negotiate and find out what the other party’s information is in order to complete 
an activity.  
Decision-making tasks: Students are given a problem for which there are a number of 
possible outcomes, and they must choose one through negotiation and discussion. (p. 58-9) 
The first task, Sahara Survival, was a decision-making task which required the 
participants to come up with a list of items to be saved from a plane after a crash in a desert 
area. In the second task, A Messy Garage, language learners and prospective teachers were 
asked to put pictures of a story in order (jigsaw task). The third task, Going out with 
Friends, required the participants to find a convenient time to go out with friends through 
discussing their schedules (information-gap task). Shopping for a Gift, the second decision-
making task administered in the fourth session, was about deciding on some gifts for the 
home stay family of the participants. The fifth task, Organizing the Kitchen, required 
language learners to organize their partner’s kitchen following their directions  
(information-gap task). Finally, in the sixth session, the participants completed another 
jigsaw task, A Bus Trip, again by putting pictures of a story in order. 
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 Chat scripts 
All chat scripts from the online conversations between language learners and 
prospective teachers were included in the analysis. 
Posttests for language learners 
All tests in this study were designed taking Smith’s (2004) study as a basis. 
Immediate (Appendix D) and delayed posttests (Appendix E) were used to measure 
receptive and productive vocabulary knowledge of the language learners. 
Reflections by prospective teachers on each session 
I asked the prospective teachers to send me their reflections on each chat session. In 
those reflections, they were asked to talk about what they had learned about the learner; 
what problems, if any, they had encountered during the chat session; how they found the 
chat activity; and what they would suggest for the next session. 
Surveys administered to prospective teachers after the third and sixth session 
I designed these surveys to investigate the overall progress of the chat sessions, the 
effect of this experience on the prospective teachers, and to receive feedback about the 
overall design of the experience (See Appendices F and G). 
Survey administered to language learners after the sixth session 
I gave language learners another short survey after all sessions ended (See Appendix 
H), a part of which was adapted from Ene et al. (2005). 
Supplementary data sources 
In addition to the instruments explained above, I used e-mail and instant messaging 
correspondence between me and the participants and my personal observation to consolidate 
the findings. 
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 Software 
I used instant messaging software MSN Messenger 7.0 for this experience. It is an 
open-source software program which can be downloaded free. It is supported by a variety of 
operating systems and it requires a Pentium PC with 233MHz processor or faster (500MHz 
recommended), minimum 64MB of RAM (128MB recommended), up to 50MB of hard disk 
space needed to install (after install, up to 15MB may be needed), 256-color VGA or higher 
resolution graphics card (SVGA recommended), and minimum 800x600 screen resolution. 
Lafford and Lafford (2005) list some of the characteristics of instant messaging (IM) as 
follows: 
1. IM is a close relative of e-mail, though occurring within a synchronous 
time frame, that requires both sender and receiver to be online at the same 
time. 
2. Each person must have an account or “screen name” on the system and 
must be logged on into the IM system as “available”. 
3. All participants must use the same IM software. (p. 687) 
The new version of MSN Messenger—Windows Live Messenger, which was launched after 
the data for the current study were collected—enables sending messages to users even when 
they are offline. Although this feature was not needed for this study—there are some other 
software programs with this feature enabled already, such as ICQ—it might be an important 
upgrade for researchers who would like to investigate both synchronous and asynchronous 
communication with the same software program. The MSN software also allows users to 
have voice and video conversation, but for this study these features were not used. Lafford 
and Lafford (2005) point out that:  
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           it may be difficult to control the IM environment in a lab setting [since] while being 
directed to do a learning activity in the lab, students can use their own IM account to 
communicate with others outside the lab on matters completely unrelated to the 
learning activity at hand. (p. 689)  
For this reason, I created special lab-specific accounts for each student, and I was the only 
person to have access to the account settings. The software supports French characters, 
which can be typed easily by using shortcut keys, and Cyrillic characters with Cyrillic 
keyboard layout or through transliteration (a transcription from one alphabet to another). 
The software allows users to save the chat scripts with information about the timing of the 
messages. 
Procedures 
 This real-time online communication was in the form of written messages and was 
conducted in six sessions. Before starting the online sessions, I pretested the learners on a 
list of vocabulary items that were going to be used in the tasks (see Appendix I). I 
administered the pretest a week before the first chat session, asking the learners to mark the 
items as either known or unknown. 
 I translated the task descriptions into French and Russian, and a native speaker of the 
language (instructors of each course) corrected and confirmed the translations. I sent the task 
descriptions to the prospective teachers via e-mail two days before each session. Each 
session took about 30 minutes. Sessions for the Russian group took slightly more time 
(10-15 minutes) considering the fact that typing Cyrillic characters was a challenge for the 
students. For each session, the instructor of the class and I predetermined a set of new 
vocabulary (mainly single words) for the ISU students.  
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 There were four kinds of posttest for each session. I administered an immediate 
posttest (for receptive and productive vocabulary knowledge) at the end of each session and 
a delayed posttest (for receptive and productive vocabulary knowledge) two weeks after to 
the ISU students in order to measure their vocabulary acquisition. 
Immediate Productive Posttest 
During this posttest participants were required to view images of the target items in 
the task as well as randomly arranged distractors projected on a big screen from a computer. 
Participants were required to provide the French word for all objects on the transparency. 
The answers (correct or incorrect) for the distractor items were disregarded when calculating 
the posttest scores. There was an equal number of distractors and target vocabulary items. I 
administered the productive test before the receptive test to prevent any test effect.  
Immediate Receptive Posttest 
For the immediate receptive posttest, language learners viewed the same target items 
and distractors (in a different order). They also held an answer sheet containing only the text 
of the target items and a space for them to enter in the letter for the corresponding picture 
they were viewing. After five minutes I collected these answer sheets and declared the 
session over. 
Delayed Posttests (Receptive and Productive) 
I administered each delayed posttest two weeks after the respective CMC sessions—
a week later than Smith’s (2004) study since it was reported as a limitation to his study. This 
procedure mirrored the immediate posttest procedures exactly with the exception that the 
target lexical items, distractors, and corresponding images were presented in a different 
order. 
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 UL and NILC pre-service language teachers took the role of a more competent 
partner in the tasks. They were free to assist the L2 learners at ISU using techniques that 
they considered pedagogically useful in the completion of the tasks by the learners. 
The online chat sessions for the French class were held on Thursday mornings since 
the ISU students did not have French class that day. The communication between the two 
parties was only in French, but the instructions for the tasks were given in both languages. 
Russian chat sessions were successfully held on Friday mornings at ISU despite the nine-
hour difference between Iowa and St. Petersburg. Due to some schedule conflicts, some of 
the sessions had to be rescheduled for other days of the week. I was in constant contact with 
the participants through e-mail and instant messaging. Approximately 200 e-mail messages 
were sent back and forth between me and the participants during a 5-month period. 
ISU students had a training session in a computer lab that I facilitated before the 
sessions started. I distributed to the students at ISU handouts containing the shortcut keys for 
accented characters in French and a layout for the Cyrillic keyboard respectively. UL and 
NILC students did not need to be given any orientation on the instant messaging software 
since they were all quite familiar with it. 
I reserved a campus computer laboratory with individual workstations for each chat 
session. All ISU students were in the same laboratory. UL and NILC students were free to 
connect to the Internet in a setting at their convenience. Each student at ISU worked on his 
or her individual computer with high-speed Internet. I asked ISU students not to use any 
other applications in order to promote focus on the tasks. At ISU, I was present during all 
sessions, and no technical problems occurred. I was also logged on in MSN Messenger, in 
contact with all participants. I sent warnings about time to the prospective teachers through 
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 MSN Messenger, five minutes and one-minute before the end of the session. I gave the 
same warnings to the language learners verbally. 
I also asked the participants to get into contact with each other through e-mail a week 
before they start communicating online, so that they get to know each other better and 
establish a friendly connection favorable for the experience.  
After the third session and again at the end of the whole experience, UL and NILC 
students were surveyed about their impressions in terms of interaction with language 
learners in a virtual environment (see Appendices F and G). Furthermore, I asked UL and 
NILC students to write short reflections on their experience after each session. They sent 
these reflections to me through e-mail. The answers to the survey questions and reflections 
were analyzed qualitatively. 
 
The timeline of the online chat sessions was as follows: 
French Class Russian Class 
February 13-17 2006 - e-mail 
correspondence and training 
March 13-17 2006 - e-mail correspondence 
and training 
Synchronous online communication sessions 
Chat sessions started at 10:00 a.m.  
on Thursdays 
Chat sessions started at 9:00 a.m.  
on Fridays 
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Dates of the chat sessions 
1. February 20-24 
2. February 27 - March 3 
3. March 20-24 
4. March 27-31 
5. April 3-7 
6. April 10-14 
1) March 20-24 
2) March 27-31 
3) April 3-7 
4) April 10-14 
5) April 17-21 
6) April 24-28 
 
Table 11 presents the timetable for the whole experience taking one of the six 
sessions as a basis, the instruments and procedures used, and which research questions are 
informed by which instruments.
TIME Instruments and Procedures Research Questions
Language learners take a pretest (Appendix I) RQ 1-2
Language learners take a survey on demographic information and preliminary 
experience and thoughts (Appendix B) ALL
Two weeks before the whole 
experience started 
Prospective teachers take a survey on demographic information and preliminary 
experience and thoughts (Appendix A) ALL
Two days before each session Task descriptions are sent to the prospective teachers two days before the session (Appendix C) 
CHAT SESSION 30-minute chat session is held 
Chat scripts are saved and chat windows are closed. RQ 1-2-3-4
Language learners take immediate receptive and productive posttests 
(Appendices D and E ) RQ 1-2-3
Right after the chat session 
Prospective teachers send their reflections on the session via e-mail RQ5
Two weeks after the chat session 
(right after the immediate 
posttests for that week’s session) 
Language learners take delayed receptive and productive posttests – same tests 
with sequence of the images changed (Appendices D and E) RQ 1-2-3
After the third session Prospective teachers take a survey on their views about the experience (Appendix F) RQ5
Language learners take a survey on their views about the experience (Appendix 
H ALLAfter the sixth session Prospective teachers take a survey on their views about the experience 
(Appendix G) RQ5
Three months after the whole 
experience I had a meeting in person with three of the prospective teachers of French RQ5
 
 
Table 11. Timetable of the whole experience based on one of the six sessions 
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 Analysis 
Data consisted of chat scripts, pretests and posttests, surveys, reflections, and 
personal observations. Data from a total of 60 chat sessions were analyzed. First and third 
sessions were not held for FLL8 because the prospective teacher who had been assigned for 
her did not show up in the first session, and her new partner failed to show up for the third 
session. I was not able to save the chat script of the forth session for FLL8 because of 
technical problems. Second session for FLL3 was not included in the analysis because her 
partner had to leave the conversation too early. The fourth sessions for both FLL2 and FLL5 
were not saved either because of technical problems. Therefore, I did not include those six 
sessions in the analysis. I used JMP 6.0 and SPSS 14.0 statistical software programs for 
quantitative analyses. One of the tasks was piloted with a learner of French and a more 
competent French speaker. They completed the task in 30 minutes. Both participants were 
familiar with the instant messaging software and had typed texts in French before. They 
stayed on task all the time and negotiated around the new lexical items. No technical 
problem was encountered during the online session. The time allotted for the immediate 
productive and receptive posttests was sufficient.  
Each session lasted about thirty minutes. Thus, approximately 30 hours of chat data 
were analyzed. All chat scripts of the online communication sessions were saved and 
analyzed qualitatively. Both descriptive and inferential statistics were used to analyze and 
compare posttest scores of the learners. An interactional analysis was conducted in order to 
examine some characteristics such as negotiation of meaning (e.g., clarification requests, 
confirmation checks), scaffolding, uptake, and other language-related episodes with the 
essential vocabulary. Ellis and Barkhuizen (2005) depict interactional analysis as  
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           a means of describing the interactions in which learners participate [, and 
interactional analysis] tells us what kinds of function learners perform when they 
interact with other learners or native speakers in different contexts and the structural 
properties of these conversations. (p. 166) 
This helps us understand “how learners interpret the instructional tasks they are given” (p. 
166). Negotiation sequences were determined using Varonis and Gass’s (1985) model and 
Smith’s (2003) extended model that were discussed above. Ellis and Barkhuizen (2005) 
consider interactional analysis as a particular kind of discourse analysis which is “concerned 
only with dialogic discourse (i.e., discourse that involves two or more participants 
communicating with each other)” (p. 166). They adopt the definition of discourse analysis 
proposed by Shiffrin (1994) which  
entails the analysis of ‘utterances’ [and] addresses the semantic and pragmatic 
aspects of discourse (i.e., what individual utterances mean in their contexts of use) 
and the sequential organization of utterances in texts (i.e., how utterances combine to 
form continuous text). (p. 165)  
For the purposes of the current study, interactional analysis will serve as “a tool for 
identifying those properties of interactions that have been hypothesized to contribute to L2 
acquisition” (Ellis & Barkhuizen, 2005, p. 166).  
Effect of negotiation on vocabulary acquisition 
To answer the first research question, I identified the negotiation episodes in the chat 
conversations using interactional analysis method. I used a theory-driven approach (vs. data 
driven approach) using the Interaction Hypothesis as a theoretical framework. I followed the 
steps outlined by Ellis and Barkhuizen (2005) to analyze the data:  
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           1.    Defining the object of the inquiry; 
2. Identifying instances of the object of the inquiry in the data; 
3. Establishing a descriptive framework for analyzing the object of the enquiry; and 
4. Quantifying instances of the categories. (p. 181) 
The object of the inquiry in the current study was negotiation of meaning for the first 
research question, which was “Does negotiation of meaning in synchronous computer-
mediated communication facilitate college-level language learners’ subsequent ability to 
recognize and produce new vocabulary? Do observed differences hold up over time?” In 
order to confirm the identification of negotiation episodes, I used the structure outlined by 
Varonis and Gass (1985) as explained in the example below: 
 
Example 8:  
 
(Task 2, week 2, FPT2-FLL2) 
1 FPT1: Il a une hache dasn la main 
2 FLL1: qu'est que c'est un hache? 
3 FPT1: C'est l'objet pour couper le 
bois. 
4 FPT1: Dans la forêt par exemple 
5 FLL1: ok 
1 FPT1: He has an axe in his hand 
2 FLL1: what is an axe? 
3 FPT1: It is an object for cutting 
wood. 
4 FPT1: In the forest for example 
5 FLL1: ok 
Trigger 
Indicator 
Response 
 
 
Reaction 
 
In Example 8, the prospective teacher describes the image she is holding in line 1. Her use 
of the word “axe” acts as a trigger for a communication problem. The language learner does 
not know the meaning of the word “axe,” and this elicits a request for an explanation of this 
unknown vocabulary item in line 2 (indicator). In lines 3 and 4, the prospective teacher 
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 provides this explanation (response), and in line 5 the language learner’s acknowledgement 
of this explanation (reaction) ends this negotiation episode. 
 After identifying the negotiated items, I quantified all instances of negotiation of 
meaning around the target vocabulary items. I calculated the posttest scores for the 
negotiated items for all participants. I calculated the posttest scores using the following 
procedure: Only the items that students marked as unknown on the pretest were taken into 
consideration for the posttests. For the receptive vocabulary tests, students’ answers were 
counted as correct or incorrect looking at the letter they entered next to the text of the 
matching target vocabulary item on the answer sheet. The productive test scores were 
calculated in the same way but with one difference. A partial scoring rubric was used to 
evaluate students’ answers [adapted by Smith (2004) from Barcroft (2002) see Appendix J]. 
Since some misspellings were likely to occur in students’ answers, lower scores were 
expected for the results of this type of tests. The target vocabulary items were given a score 
between 0 and 1. For each participant, I created a table with the items and scores (see Table 
12).  
 In this example presented in Table 12, the task included eight target vocabulary 
items that were in the posttest. Four of those items (lampe torche, imperméable, carte, and 
dentifrice) were marked as “known” by the student in the pretest and thus were not included 
in further analysis. For this specific task, none of those eight vocabulary items were held by 
the student (i.e., the student was not provided with the image of the vocabulary item as was 
the case in some of the tasks). Posttest scores for all items were recorded for each student 
and for each task. Those target vocabulary items were coded as negotiation, preemptive 
input, and ignored. 
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 Table 12. Analysis and scoring of negotiated items [1st task (Sahara Survival) for FLL2] 
Vocabulary 
Item 
Pretest 
(item 
known?) 
Posttest 
(productive) 
Posttest 
(receptive) 
Delayed 
Posttest 
(productive) 
Delayed 
Posttest 
(receptive) 
boussole* - 1 1 0 1 
lampe torche + 1 1 0 1 
canif* - 1 1 0 1 
imperméable + 0 1 + 1 
carte + 1 1 0 1 
trousse de 
premiers 
secours* 
- 0.75 1 0.25 1 
pistolet - 1 1 0 1 
dentifrice + 1 1 + 1 
†items held by the student 
*items negotiated 
Total turns: 119 
46 turns by ISU student 
73 turns by Laval student 
Negotiation episodes: 3 
Preemptive input: none 
Negotiated items: canif, boussole, trousse de 
premiers secours   
 
Negotiation referred to the episodes where language learners inquired the meaning of 
the target vocabulary item. Preemptive input indicated that prospective teachers provided the 
language learners with the meaning of the target vocabulary items by assuming that 
language learners did not know it. Ignored referred to target vocabulary items around which 
there was no negotiation of meaning although those items had been marked as unknown in 
the pretest by the language learners. If target vocabulary items were not used at all in the 
online conversation, they were also coded as ignored. 
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In order to determine whether negotiation helped language learners’ subsequent 
ability to recognize and produce target vocabulary items, the total posttest score for all the 
items negotiated was calculated by dividing the total score by the number of target 
vocabulary items for the French and Russian group (see Table 13). 
To determine whether the posttest scores held up over time, a Kruskal-Wallis test 
was conducted with posttest score as the dependent variable and posttest as the independent 
variable. 
Preemptive vs. negotiated interaction 
To answer the second research question, a Wilcoxon signed-rank test was going to 
be used conducted to compare the mean scores for those target items negotiated with those 
items where preemptive input alone was provided. In this analysis, only the students who 
received input with both interactional modification strategies (preemptive input and 
negotiated interaction) would be included. However, the limited number of instances where 
preemptive focus on form occurred made it impossible to do such a comparison. The same 
statistical procedure was used to compare the posttest scores for the negotiated and ignored 
vocabulary items instead. Wilcoxon signed-rank test is a non-parametric alternative to the 
paired Student's t-test for the case of two related samples or repeated measurements on a 
single sample. The reason for using this statistical procedure instead of t-test was the small 
sample size because “even if none of the test assumptions are violated, a t-test with small 
sample sizes may not have sufficient power to detect a significant difference between the 
two samples, even if the means are in fact different”.10 
 
10http://www.basic.northwestern.edu/statguidefiles/ttest_unpaired_ass_viol.html#Special%20problems%20wit
h%20small%20sample%20sizes (retrieved Dec 25) 
 Vocabulary 
items marked 
as unknown in 
the pretest 
 
Negotiated Ignored Preemptiveinput 
Receptive
posttest 
score 
Productive
posttest 
score 
Delayed 
receptive
posttest 
score 
Delayed 
productive
posttest 
score 
boussole 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 
canif 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 
trousse de 
premiers soins 1 0 0 1 0.75 1 0.25 
hache 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 
pelle à 
poussière 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 
chandail 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 
louche 1 0 0 1 0.5 1 0 
bouilloire 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 
dépanneuse 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
NEGOTIATED 
ITEMS 
TOTAL    0.888 0.472 0.666 0.138 
         
pistolet 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 
râteau 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 
salopette 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 
toit 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 
éponge à 
récurer 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 
mélangeur 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 
couvercle 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 
IGNORED 
ITEMS 
TOTAL    0.571 0.142 0.714 0 
 
Table 13. Calculation of posttest scores (FLL2 for six tasks 
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Uptake outcome and acquisition of vocabulary items 
An interactional analysis was conducted to identify the type and outcome of the 
learner uptake. Subsequently, a Wilcoxon signed rank test was conducted to compare the 
means of test scores according to the uptake outcome. For this analysis, the categories 
outlined by Ellis et al. (2001b) were used to determine the uptake moves: Recognize, Apply, 
and Needs Application. Only the instances of uptake around the target vocabulary items in 
the posttests were included in the analysis. Uptake moves coded as Apply were considered 
successful, whereas uptake types Recognize and Needs Application fell into the category of 
unsuccessful uptake moves. 
Scaffolding provided by prospective teachers 
Scaffolding provided by prospective teachers was analyzed using procedures for 
discourse analysis. “Discourse analysis can refer to a number of different analytic 
perspectives, but what they should share is a functional description of the linguistic choices 
and moves that the participants make to construct a text” (Chapelle, 2003, p. 105). Discourse 
analysis has been widely used to analyze negotiation sequences in CMC (e.g., Kitade, 2000). 
The discourse analysis method used in this part of the study involves features of both 
interactional and microgenetic analyses. Ellis and Barkhuizen (2005) briefly describe 
microgenesis as “the shift towards self-regulation which occurs during the moment-by-
moment unfolding of a language learning activity” (p. 236). Microgenetic analysis also 
involves determining microgenetic growth. However, in line with the fourth research 
question, which was “Do prospective teachers of French and Russian provide scaffolding for 
learners in the online environment? If so, through which channels?” analysis in this study 
focuses only on the sequential structure of episodes of assistance, examining what triggers 
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suppliance of assistance and the type of assistance (Ohta, 2000). To this end, I followed the 
following steps again adapted from Ellis and Barkhuizen (2005): 
1. Defining the object of the inquiry 
2. Identifying instances of the object of the inquiry in the data 
3. Establishing a descriptive framework for analyzing the object of the enquiry. 
4. Determining patterns of interaction 
5. Quantifying instances of the categories 
Based on literature cited above, instances of scaffolding were listed under the following 
categories: 
1. simplifying the language 
2. asking for completion, not generation 
3. breaking the task into smaller, more manageable parts 
4. cooperative learning, which promotes teamwork and dialogue among peers 
5. modeling 
6. the activation of background knowledge 
7. giving tips, strategies, cues, and procedures 
8. providing guidelines/coaching 
9. keeping attention focused 
10. providing examples 
11. questioning 
12. repetition of student remarks 
13. recasting 
14. appropriation 
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Effect of online experience on professional development 
Prospective teachers were surveyed twice to explore their impressions about the 
online communication experience with the language learners: first after the third task and 
second after the sixth task. Prospective teachers were also asked to send their reflections for 
each session through to the author via e-mail. The answers to the survey questions and those 
short reflections in e-mail format were analyzed qualitatively and provided an answer for the 
fifth research question. 
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CHAPTER 4. RESULTS 
The data collected through a range of instruments and analyses of this set of data 
both qualitatively and quantitatively have provided satisfactory answers for the research 
questions inquired in this study. Analysis of the chat scripts and language learners’ pretest 
and posttest scores allowed me to answer the first three research questions. In the first 
research question, I measured whether negotiation of meaning in online environment 
between language learners and prospective teachers helped the former recognize and 
produce new vocabulary in the immediate and middle term. The answer to the second 
research question was intended to show the difference between preemptive and negotiated 
input in terms of their relationship to language learners’ posttest scores for the previously 
unknown vocabulary items. The third research question focused on the difference between 
successful and unsuccessful uptake moves in regard to their contribution to learners’ 
subsequent ability to recognize and produce newly learned vocabulary items. Analysis of the 
chat scripts showed whether and how prospective teachers provided scaffolding for language 
learners in online environment which was reflected in the fourth research question. Finally, 
analysis of surveys completed by both prospective teachers and language learners, chat 
scripts, reflections, and online correspondence between me and the prospective teachers 
helped me evaluate the value of this online experience in the professional development of 
prospective teachers. 
Negotiation of meaning and vocabulary acquisition 
The first research question was “Does negotiation of meaning in synchronous 
computer-mediated communication facilitate college-level language learners’ subsequent 
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ability to recognize and produce new vocabulary? Do observed differences hold up over 
time?” Negotiation of meaning in synchronous computer-mediated communication 
facilitated language learners’ ability to recognize and produce new vocabulary, but only 
receptive posttest scores held up over a two-week period; that is, language learners were still 
able to recognize the new vocabulary two weeks after the online experience. A significant 
difference was found between immediate and delayed productive posttest scores, which 
suggested that the ability to produce the new vocabulary did not hold up over a two-week 
period. 
The first part of the research question was answered using descriptive statistics. The 
total number of subjects in this analysis was only 11, because it was only the language 
learners who were administered the posttests. Prospective teachers did not take any tests 
since they were the native or more competent speakers of the target language. 
Each student was tested for a total of 36 vocabulary items, excluding the distractors. 
According to the pretest results, there were 233 instances (out of 384‡‡‡) where a vocabulary 
item was unknown to the learners in both the French and the Russian group (176 French and 
57 Russian). It is important to note here that learners held some items in their task 
description sheets (with an image provided) in some of the tasks, and those items were 
considered “known” as well even if they were marked “unknown” in the pretest; therefore 
they were excluded from the analysis. Out of those 233 vocabulary items, 54 in the French 
group and 25 in the Russian group were negotiated, whereas 116 items in the French group 
and 31 items in the Russian group were ignored by the learners. Fifty-seven of the ignored 
                                                 
‡‡‡ The missed six sessions (two unheld and four unsaved) had 12 vocabulary items. This was subtracted from 
the total number of vocabulary items as shown  (11*36) -12 =  396-12 = 384 
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items never occurred in the conversations in the French group, and 23 ignored items never 
occurred in the Russian group. In total, there were only seven instances where preemptive 
input was provided, only one of which was in the Russian group (see Table 14). Results for 
each language learner are presented in Table 15. The results suggest that almost all of the 
language learners ignored more items than they negotiated. 
The total number of on-task turns was 2,332. There were a total of 151 negotiation 
episodes (79 around target vocabulary items and 72 around other vocabulary items), which 
corresponded to 791 turns. This shows that prospective teachers and language learners were 
involved in negotiated interaction in more than one-third of all turns. A similar percentage 
was found by both Pellettieri (1999) and Smith (2004). 
For the descriptive statistics, initially the total posttest score for each student per 
session for each type of posttest was calculated, and then the mean score for all six sessions 
per student was calculated. Lastly, the mean score for all students for each type of posttest 
was computed. As seen in Table 16, language learners’ posttest scores for the negotiated 
items were quite high (close to 1) for the immediate and productive receptive tests. The 
scores were relatively lower for the productive tests. From the analysis of the chat scripts, it 
was also found that the number of ignored items was higher than the number of negotiated 
items. Although language learners marked the vocabulary items as “unknown” in the pretest, 
they did not ask the prospective teachers the meaning of those items and most of those 
ignored items were coded as ignored because they never occurred in the conversations. 
From the results of the descriptive statistics, it can be said that language learners in 
both French and Russian groups were able to understand the meaning of the previously 
unknown vocabulary items and produce those vocabulary items after completing online 
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Table 14. Negotiated and ignored vocabulary items and preemptive input [check the 
                numbers here] 
 
Group 
# of items 
marked 
unknown 
# of items 
negotiated 
#of items 
negotiated 
preemptively
# of items 
ignored 
# of items never 
occurred in the 
chat scripts 
French (n=8) 176 (out of 
288) 
54 6 116 57 
Russian (n=3) 57 (out of 
108) 
25 1 31 23 
 
 
Table 15. Interactional modification strategy use and ignored items for each language  
                learner 
 
Language 
Learner 
# of items negotiated # of items ignored
#of items negotiated 
preemptively 
FLL1 6 17 1 
FLL2 9 10 - 
FLL3 11 12 - 
FLL4 6 16 1 
FLL5 7 15 4 
FLL6 4 22 - 
FLL7 7 15 - 
FLL8 4 9 - 
RLL1 3 4 - 
RLL2 15 13 1 
RLL3 7 14 - 
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Table 16. Descriptive statistics for the negotiated items for both groups 
Group Posttest 
# of  
negotiated 
items 
# of 
students
Mean Score SD 
Immediate Receptive 8 0.8619 0.088 
Immediate Productive 8 0.5520 0.181 
Delayed Receptive 8 0.7630 0.133 
FRENCH 
Delayed Productive 
54 
8 0.2387 0.160 
Immediate Receptive 3 0.8857 0.000 
Immediate Productive 3 0.4722 0.043 
Delayed Receptive 3 0.8190 0.192 
RUSSIAN 
Delayed Productive 
25 
3 0.1563 0.170 
 
 
tasks with prospective teachers. As expected, scores for productive tests were lower than 
the receptive ones for both groups. The lowest mean score was for the delayed productive 
posttest for both groups. The scores for the delayed posttests (receptive and productive) 
were much lower than the ones in Smith’s (2004) study. This seems to have resulted from 
the fact that in the current study the delayed posttests were administered two weeks after the 
chat sessions instead of one week. Instances of negotiation of meaning from both French and 
Russian groups are presented in Examples 9 and 10. 
In Example 9, there is negotiation of meaning around the vocabulary item rake. The 
prospective teacher triggers the communication breakdown in the first line by using a 
vocabulary item unknown to the language learner, who subsequently asks for the meaning of 
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the unknown word in line 2 (indicator). The prospective teacher gives the explanation of the 
word in lines 3-5 (response). Finally, the language learner acknowledges the explanation in  
line 6 (reaction). In Example 10, the negotiation episode is relatively longer and again 
occurs around a vocabulary item.. First, the learner asks for the equivalent of the unknown 
word in English. The prospective teacher provides the explanation of the word in Russian 
(lines 3 and 4). In line 5, the language learner tests his hypothesis about the meaning of the 
word, but the prospective teacher gives him negative evidence by saying “no” and provides 
further explanation of the word in Russian in lines 6 and 7. Within this negotiation episode 
around the unknown vocabulary item emerges another negotiation sequence around the 
meaning of the verb to wash (lines 6-9). After this negotiation sequence, the language 
learner understands the meaning of the word scouring pad, which was the trigger of this 
whole negotiation episode. 
 
Example 9: 
Instance of negotiation of meaning from the French group (FPT5-FLL5, week 2, Messy 
Garage task) 
1 FPT5: Okai. Sur mon image il y a un râteau 
2 FLL5: Qu'est que c'est un râteau? 
3 FPT5: Un râteau c'est un objet qui a un manche de bois et qui a des griffes de métal pour  
4 ramasser les feuilles en automne 
5 FPT5: pour ramasser les feuilles d'érables mortes et séchées sur le gazon 
6 FLL5: Oh! Okay. 
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--- 
1 FPT5: Okai, in my picture there is a rake 
2 FLL5: What is a rake? 
3 FPT5: A rake is an object that has a wooden grip and that has metal claws  
4 to gather the leaves in fall  
5 FPT5: to gather the leaves of dead maple trees and dried on the grass 
6 FLL5: Oh! Okay. 
 
Example 10: 
Instance of negotiation of meaning from the Russian group (RPT2-RLL2, week 5, 
Organizing the Kitchen task) 
1 RLL2: kak gybkaкак губка по-англиискии? 
2 RLL2: oops 
3 RPT2: губка - вещь, которой ты моешь посуду - похожа на тряпку 
4 RPT2: понятно? 
5 RLL2: dish towel? 
6 RPT2: нет, полотенцем ты вытираешь, чтобы было сухо. А губкой ты МОЕШЬ.  
7 Кладешь на нее специальное мыло и моешь. Понятно? 
8 RLL2: kak моешь  по-англиискии? 
9 RPT2: например: ты моешь руки, моешь лицо, моешь посуду, моешь волосы.. 
10 RLL2: ладно, the scotch bright pads 
11 RPT2: да  
12 RLL2: для мою посуду 
13 RPT2: да, для мытья посуды. 
--- 
1 RLL2: How scouring pad in English? 
2 RLL2: oops 
3 RPT2: scouring pad – something with which you do the dishes – looks like a rag 
4 RPT2: understood? 
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5 RLL2: dish towel? 
6 RPT2: no, with dish towel you dry what is wet. But with scouring pad you WASH. You put 
7 on it a special detergent and wash. Understood? 
8 RLL2: how you wash in English? 
9 RPT2: for example: you wash hands, wash face, wash dishes, wash hair.. 
10 RLL2: alright, the scotch bright pads 
11 RPT2: yes 
12 RLL2: for I wash dishes 
13 RPT2: yes, for washing dishes. 
 
In order to answer the second part of the first research question, that is to find out 
whether posttest scores held up over time or not, a Kruskall-Wallis test was conducted with 
the test type being the independent variable and the posttest score dependent variable. The 
Kruskal-Wallis one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) by ranks is a non-parametric 
method for testing equality of population medians among groups. Intuitively, it is identical 
to a one-way analysis of variance with the data replaced by their ranks. It is an extension of 
the Mann-Whitney U test to three or more groups. For this analysis, items with score “0” in 
both of the immediate posttests (receptive and productive) were excluded from the data. The 
rationale for this decision was to have a better idea about whether the learned vocabulary 
items were retained by the learners or not. For example, if the learner scored “0” for a target 
vocabulary item in the immediate posttests, it would be impossible to examine whether the 
item was retained or not. In line with this consideration, six items in the French group and 
four items in the Russian group were excluded from the analysis. Only two of those items 
were scored “correct” in the delayed receptive tests and one of them in the productive test. 
These instances can be related to learning outside of the CMC task rather than retention of 
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what was learned during the task during the two-week period between the immediate and 
delayed posttests. Tables 17 and 18 present the results for each group.  
The results of the Kruskal-Wallis test showed that there was significant difference 
between the four posttest scores for the French and Russian groups both (p < .025). This 
suggested that posttest scores did not hold up over time. As a post-hoc test, Wilcoxon signed 
rank test was conducted for each pair of tests for each group (i.e., comparing receptive and 
productive posttest scores individually for the French and Russian group). The results of  
those tests suggested a statistically significant difference between immediate productive and 
delayed productive posttest scores for the French group. This showed that posttest scores 
held up over time for the receptive posttests for both groups and for the productive posttest 
scores for the Russian group only. 
 
Table 17. Comparison of posttest scores for the negotiated items for the French group 
 
Test 
# of 
students 
Score Sum Score Mean (Mean-Mean0)/Std0
Immediate Receptive 8 211.000 26.3750 3.481 
Immediate Productive 8 106.500 13.3125 -1.109 
Delayed Receptive 8 171.500 21.4375 1.729 
Delayed Productive 8 39.000 4.8750 -4.102 
 
1-way Test, Chi-Square Approximation 
Chi-Square DF Prob>Chi-Square 
25.2196 3 <.0001* 
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Table 18. Comparison of posttest scores for the negotiated items for the Russian group 
Test 
# of 
students 
Score Sum Score Mean (Mean-Mean0)/Std0
Immediate Receptive 3 30.000 10.0000 1.917 
Immediate Productive 3 15.000 5.0000 -0.767 
Delayed Receptive 3 27.000 9.0000 1.342 
Delayed Productive 3 6.000 2.0000 -2.492 
 
1-way Test, Chi-Square Approximation 
Chi-Square DF Prob>Chi-Square 
10.1729 3 <.0172* 
 
To consolidate those findings, a univariate Kruskal-Wallis test was also conducted 
for the whole group with posttest score being the dependent variable and test type, class, and 
student independent variables. There was no statistically significant difference between 
students or classes (French and Russian) for all tests. Thus, a Kruskal-Wallis test was 
conducted for the whole group (n = 11) using only the test type as independent variable and 
results of this test are reported in Table 19. The results suggested that posttest scores did not 
hold up over a two-week period for either of the groups. 
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Table 19. Comparison of posttest scores for the negotiated items for the both groups 
Test 
# of 
students 
Score Sum Score Mean (Mean-Mean0)/Std0
Immediate Receptive 11 395.000 35.9545 4.085 
Immediate Productive 11 196.000 17.8182 -1.412 
Delayed Receptive 11 329.000 29.9091 2.243 
Delayed Productive 11 69.000 6.3182 -4.916 
 
1-way Test, Chi-Square Approximation 
Chi-Square DF Prob>Chi-Square 
36.1703 3 <.0001* 
 
Again, Wilcoxon signed rank test was conducted for each pair of tests (immediate 
receptive and delayed receptive/immediate productive and delayed productive). There was 
no statistically significant difference between either the two receptive posttests or the two 
productive posttests which suggested again that posttest scores did not hold up over the two-
week period for either of the groups. 
Preemptive Input vs. Negotiated Interaction 
The second research question focused on the interactional modification strategy and 
examined the difference between preemptive input and negotiated interaction in terms of 
their effect on acquisition of vocabulary items. The question was “How often do prospective 
teachers provide preemptive input? Does preemptive input facilitate the vocabulary 
acquisition as much as negotiated interaction does?” As mentioned before, there were only 
seven instances where prospective teachers provided preemptive input in all sessions. Four 
out of 11 prospective teachers chose to provide such input. From the chat scripts, it was 
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obvious that at the times they gave an explanation of a word without any request from the 
learner, they did so either because of time limitation or based on their observation about the 
learner’s vocabulary knowledge. For example, in one of the sessions in French where four of 
those instances occurred, the language learner expressed his lack of vocabulary knowledge 
at the beginning of the conversation. Upon his statement, the prospective teacher used 
preemptive input since she assumed the words were unknown to the learner as seen in 
Excerpt 1. 
In the Russian group, where only one preemptive input instance occurred, it is likely 
that the prospective teacher—after receiving a lot of questions from the student about 
relatively simple words and verbs—was convinced that the student would not know the 
meaning of the word “тягач” (tow truck) as seen in Excerpt 2. 
Smith (2004) was able to compare the effect of interactional modification strategy on 
vocabulary acquisition since in his study the participants mostly used both preemptive input 
and negotiated interaction in their conversations. He found that the mean score for the target 
 
Excerpt 1:  (FPT5-FLL5, week 5, Organizing the Kitchen task) 
FPT5: Alors, il faut que je te dise où tu dois ranger ces objets dans la cuisine? 
FLL5: je ne sais pas le mot français pour les objets 
… 
FPT5: dans mes instructions je ne dois pas les traduire... il faut que tu y ailles avec ma 
description alors.... 
… 
FPT5: Bon on commence... le premier objet est le couvercle. Un couvercle se place sur un 
chaudron, dans laquelle on peut faire cuire les aliments.... 
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--- 
FPT5: Well, I need to tell you where you should organize those items in the kitchen? 
FLL5: I don’t know the French word for the objects 
… 
FPT5: according to the instruction I got I should not translate… so you need to go with my 
description… 
… 
FPT5: Well, let’s start… the first object is the lid. A lid is placed on a pot, in which one can 
cook foods… 
 
  
Excerpt 2 (RPT2-RLL2, week 6, Bus Trip task) 
RPT2: На картинке F я вижу как тягач (машина, которая забирает другие машины, 
когда они ломаются) забирает автобус. А дети качаются на качелях. 
--- 
RPT2: In picture 5, I see how the tow truck (a car which takes away other cars when they 
break down) takes the autobus away. And children are swinging in the swing set. 
 
words that were negotiated was significantly higher than for target items where preemptive 
input alone was provided, and thus showed evidence that “negotiated interaction would 
facilitate learners’ ability to recognize and produce new lexical items better than preemptive 
input” (p. 382). In the current study, limited number of instances where preemptive input 
was provided by the prospective teachers made it impossible to compare results with 
Smith’s (2004) findings. 
It is important here to note that prospective teachers were not informed in detail 
about the research questions of the current study. They were asked to participate in the chat 
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sessions as a more competent speaker of the language. It seems that they mostly preferred to 
take the role of a “chat partner” rather than “language teacher.” However, as will be 
discussed below, they provided language learners with assistance when needed which shows 
that they not only acted as chat partners but also as tutors as they observed communication 
breakdowns. Furthermore, prospective teachers did not know much about the learner’s level 
with the exception of the title of the course (201 – Intermediate) that language learners were 
taking. 
 Although comparison of two interactional modification strategies was not possible, 
the large number of ignored items required attention, as was the case in Smith (2004). In the 
analysis of his data set, Smith found out that “negotiated items witnessed significantly 
higher posttest scores than items that were ignored, as expected” (p. 383). This finding held 
for all four posttests. Smith was also able to compare the preemptive input strategy, but 
except in one of the four posttests, he could not find any statistically significant difference 
between the posttest scores for ignored items and the items for which preemptive input was 
provided. This consolidated his previous finding about the supremacy of negotiated 
interaction over the preemptive input strategy. Tables 20 and 21 present the results of the 
Wilcoxon signed-rank tests comparing the mean posttest scores for the negotiated items and 
ignored items for French and Russian groups respectively in the current study. 
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Table 20. Comparison of posttest scores for negotiated items and ignored items (French) 
Test 
# of 
items 
# of 
students 
DF Mean Score 
Test 
Statistic 
Prob<z 
54 Negotiated 0.8619Immediate 
Receptive 116 
8 7 
Ignored 0.6763
-15.000 0.020* 
54 Negotiated 0.5520Immediate 
Productive 116 
8 7 
Ignored 0.2250
-17.000 0.008* 
54 Negotiated 0.7630Delayed 
Receptive 116 
8 7 
Ignored 0.6222
-11.000 0.074 
54 Negotiated 0.2387Delayed 
Productive 116 
8 7 
Ignored 0.1028
-11.000 0.074 
 
 
 
 
Table 21. Comparison of posttest scores for negotiated items and ignored items (Russian) 
Test # of 
items 
# of 
students 
DF Mean Score 
Test 
Statistic 
Prob<z 
25 Negotiated 0.8857Immediate 
Receptive 31 
3 2 
Ignored 0.5293
-1.500 0.250 
25 Negotiated 0.4722Immediate 
Productive 31 
3 2 
Ignored 0.0924
-3.000 0.125 
25 Negotiated 0.8190Delayed 
Receptive 31 
3 2 
Ignored 0.5311
-1.500 0.250 
25 Negotiated 0.1563Delayed 
Productive 31 
3 2 
Ignored 0.1729
-0.000 0.500 
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The results of the Wilcoxon signed-rank tests suggest that the mean posttest scores 
for the negotiated items were significantly higher for only immediate receptive and 
productive tests in the French group (p < .025). The fact that there is no significant 
difference between the scores for negotiated and ignored items in the delayed posttests 
might have resulted from the two-week time period between the immediate and delayed 
posttests. In the Russian group, there was no statistically significant difference between the 
posttest scores for negotiated and ignored items. This might be due to the very small sample 
size for the Russian group. 
Learner Uptake and Vocabulary Acquisition 
The third research question investigated the relationship between the successful 
learner uptake and the acquisition of new vocabulary items. It was found that uptake 
outcome was a determining factor only for the immediate productive test. 
The most frequent uptake type occurring in the data was “acknowledge,” where 
students acknowledged the feedback received from the prospective teacher by simply typing 
remarks such as yes, ok, ah, etc. Instances where students did not show any kind of reaction 
to the feedback were also included in the analysis and coded as “no reaction.” This also 
means that no uptake occurred in those instances (see Table 22). 
Table 22. Uptake types and outcomes for French and Russian students 
Uptake Type # of occurrences Uptake outcome 
No Reaction 7 Unsuccessful 
Acknowledge 37 Unsuccessful 
Apply 32 Successful 
Needs Application 5 Unsuccessful 
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The results suggest that students often preferred to only acknowledge the corrective 
feedback from the prospective teachers by saying “yes, ah, I understand, etc.” Those 
instances were considered as unsuccessful uptake since students did not use the target 
linguistic item—here it is a new vocabulary item—after the prospective teacher provided an 
explanation for it. This finding is in line with Loewen’s (2004) study where students did not 
repeat the definition given by the teachers. However, it should be noted that Loewen’s 
(2004) study was conducted in a classroom setting instead of an online environment. In 32 
instances, students integrated the target linguistic item for which they received the 
explanation. This uptake type was considered as successful since students demonstrated that 
they understood the meaning of the new vocabulary item and used it in their turns in a 
proper way. In seven instances, students chose not to show any reaction to the prospective 
teachers’ responses to their questions regarding the unknown vocabulary items. There were 
only five instances where students were not able to demonstrate processing of the corrective 
feedback received. 
Results of the Kruskal-Wallis tests, posttest scores being dependent variables and 
uptake outcome independent variable, suggest that posttest scores were not statistically 
significantly different for successful and unsuccessful uptake, except for the immediate 
productive test scores (p < .025) as presented in Table 23. 
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Examples for each type of uptake from the chat scripts are presented below: 
 No Reaction:  (FPT8-FLL8, week 2, Messy Garage)  
 FPT8: est ce que ton homme est habillé 
de la même façon sur toutes les images  
avec une salopette 
FLL8: qu'est ce que une salopette? 
FPT8: un habit de travail en 1 morceau 
FPT8: avec des bretelles 
FLL8: les pantalons? 
FPT8: ben ce sont des pantalons qui 
montent plus haut 
FLL8: il porte les pantalons dans l'image 
a et b 
FLL8: mais dans une image c il ports un 
suit 
 FPT8:  is your man dressed in the same 
way in all images with an overalls 
 
FLL8: what is an overalls? 
FPT8:  a work outfit in one piece  
FPT8: with suspenders 
FLL8: pants? 
FPT8:  well, they are pants that go higher 
 
FLL8: he is wearing pants in image a and 
b 
FLL8: but in an image c he wearing a 
suit 
 
 Acknowledge:  (FPT2-FLL2, week 6, Bus Trip)  
 FLL2: Qu'est-ce que depanneuse? 
FPT2: c'est une espèce de camion qui tire 
les voitures qui ne peuvent plus rouler 
FPT2: pour les laisser au garage 
FLL2: ah oui 
 FLL2: What is tow truck*? 
FPT2: It is a kind of truck that hauls the 
cars that can not run any longer 
FPT2: for taking them to a garage 
FLL2: ah yes 
 
 
 
 
 100
 
 Apply:  (FPT4-FLL4, week 1, Sahara Survival)  
 FLL4: Qu'est que c'est un dentifrice? 
… 
FPT4: Le dentifrice, c'est la pâte à dent 
que tu étends sur ta brosse à dents et qui 
goûte la menthe poivrée ou colgate 
total... tu vois? 
… 
FLL4: Oh. Le dentifrice c'est pas 
essential. 
 FLL4: What is a toothpaste? 
… 
FPT4: The toothpaste, it is a paste for 
teeth that you spread on your toothbrush 
and that tastes peppermint or colgate 
total… you know? 
… 
FLL4: Oh. The toothpaste is not 
essential. 
 
 Needs Application:  (RPT2-RLL2, week 1, Sahara Survival)  
 RLL2: как плаж по-англиский 
RPT2: coat 
RLL2: нет 
RPT2: Что "нет"? 
RLL2: жарко 
RPT2: плащ нам не нужен днем, но 
ночью холодно! 
RLL2: да... 
RPT2: и что нам делать с плащом? 
RLL2: ладно 
 RLL2: How плаж in English 
RPT2: coat 
RLL2: no 
RPT2: what no? 
RLL2: hot 
RPT2: we do not need a coat during the 
day, but at night it is cold! 
RLL2: yes… 
RPT2: and what can we do with a coat? 
RLL2: alright 
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Table 23. Comparison of posttest scores for successful and unsuccessful uptake for both  
                French and Russian groups (1-way test, Chi-Square Approximation) 
 
Test 
Uptake 
Outcome 
Count 
Mean 
Score 
Chi-
Square 
DF Prob>ChiSquare
successful 32 0.9062 Immediate 
Receptive unsuccessful 49 0.8163 
1.2250 1 0.2684 
successful 32 0.7109 Immediate 
Productive unsuccessful 49 0.4540 
7.4560 1 0.0063* 
successful 32 0.8750 Delayed 
Receptive unsuccessful 49 0.6938 
3.4933 1 0.0616 
successful 32 0.2812 Delayed 
Productive unsuccessful 49 0.1785 
1.6059 1 0.2051 
 
 
 
Scaffolding in SCMC Environment 
The focus of the fourth research question was whether prospective teachers provided 
scaffolding for language learners in the online environment. It also investigated the channels 
through which such scaffolding—if any—occurred. Analysis of chat scripts suggests that 
prospective teachers used a variety of strategies for scaffolding language learners so that 
they can complete the task together successfully. Table 24 summarizes the scaffolding 
strategies used by both French and Russian prospective teachers. 
 
 102
Table 24. Scaffolding strategies used by the prospective teachers of French and Russian 
Scaffolding Strategy # of instances used 
Questioning 25 
Recasting 23 
simplifying the language/providing explanation 15 
Appropriation 14 
Modeling 13 
providing guidelines / coaching 12 
providing motivational support (adding humor/authenticity) 7 
giving tips, strategies, cues and procedures  6 
introducing the task 5 
keeping attention focused 2 
breaking the task into smaller more, manageable parts 2 
 
Prospective teachers used questioning and recasting as a scaffolding strategy the 
most. The second set of scaffolding strategies that the prospective teachers used were: 
simplifying the language/providing explanation, appropriation, modeling, and providing 
guidelines/coaching. Providing motivational support (adding humor/authenticity), giving 
tips, strategies, cues and procedures, and introducing the task were the strategies used 
occasionally by the prospective teachers in order to assist the language learners. Finally, 
keeping attention focused and breaking the task into smaller, more manageable parts were 
rarely used in the online conversation between prospective teachers and language learners. 
An example from the chat scripts for each strategy is given in Appendix K. 
It is important to note here that the negotiation episodes around the target vocabulary 
items reported above were not included in this analysis. It is possible to make a distinction 
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between help and scaffolding here and classify those negotiation episodes as help instead of 
scaffolding. However, it can be argued that since those negotiation episodes around the key 
vocabulary items enabled language learners to maintain the conversation with their partners 
to complete the communicative tasks, they can also be considered as “episodes of 
assistance” and included under the category of scaffolding (Ohta, 2000). 
There were a variety of triggers of the suppliance of scaffolding in the online 
conversations between prospective teachers of French and Russian and language learners. 
The most common trigger was self-initiated from the prospective teachers. In many 
instances prospective teachers used scaffolding strategies to encourage students to produce 
output as well as to maintain the conversation. Miscomprehension of target vocabulary items 
(words, verbs, prepositions, etc.) and grammatical and lexical errors by the students also 
prompted prospective teachers to provide scaffolding in online conversations. 
 
SCMC Experience and Professional Development of Pre-service Teachers 
The last research question investigated what impact this online communication 
experience with the learners had on the professional development of pre-service teachers. 
Analysis of the data collected through three surveys and weekly reflections suggested that 
this real-time computer-mediated communication experience with language learners had a 
positive impact on the prospective teachers of French and Russian. 
Seven of the prospective teachers of French answered the survey that was 
administered in the middle of the six chat sessions (See Appendix F). The last survey was 
similar to the first one but had two additional open-ended questions and three questions 
about demographic information (See Appendix G). Five of the eight prospective teachers 
 
 104
answered the questions in the last survey. Before discussing the impact of this online 
experience on the professional development of the prospective teachers, it would be helpful 
to report their views about the CMC activities. 
Prospective teachers of French 
Prospective teachers of French reported finding the CMC activities quite interesting. 
The most interesting activities to them were Messy Garage and Bus Trip (promoting more 
production through making descriptions, giving opinions, reformulation, and negotiation), 
Shopping for Gifts (authentic, funny, equal amount of input from both sides), Survival in 
Sahara, and Organizing the Kitchen (showing cultural differences about location of things in 
the kitchen). They thought that the activities were pedagogical, quasi-authentic, promoted 
discussion, and allowed negotiation of meaning, description, and classification. They all 
indicated that they would like to do the same activities in their own classrooms. FPT1 
indicated that doing similar activities required a lot of organization, planning, and patience. 
FPT6 drew attention to the fact that online activities, although they promote L2 production, 
sometimes lack authenticity. FPT2 said “these activities let us identify certain problems of 
comprehension which are not always possible to observe in the classroom. This makes us 
think on the habitual methods of teaching an L2”. Finally, FPT4 suggested that he would do 
the activities by cell phone and that each student would discuss with a student from another 
school. In the last survey after the sixth session, the prospective teachers were again asked 
whether they would use similar activities in their classrooms. FPT1 stated that she would not 
do the activities with MSN and that she would reduce the number of sessions. FPT6 
reiterated her comments about authenticity. FPT2 repeated that she would certainly do 
similar activities and added “this [type of activities] requires development of several 
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linguistic competences: reading comprehension, writing and reading in a foreign language, 
and communication in real conversational situations.” FPT7, who had not answered the first 
survey, mentioned that she would not be able to use similar activities since she specialized 
in primary education, but that she believed those activities would improve second language 
acquisition well. FPT8 stated that she would love to make similar activities in her classes, 
because these type of activities create a lot of curiosity in language learners, to know who is 
the person she is communicating with, what she likes, what the differences are between 
them, why they cannot always get to understand each other, etc.  
FPT2 and FPT6 proposed two changes in the design of the online activities: more 
time and a five-minute warming phase. In the last survey, FPT1 suggested a 30-minute free 
conversation after the tasks. FPT7 and FPT8 wanted to have more flexibility for the meeting 
times. FPT2 justified her demand for more time for certain tasks (i.e., picture sequencing 
tasks) with the fact that they played with the visual a lot in those tasks. FPT8 also wanted to 
have some feedback after the tasks where they were required to put the images in order. 
The answers of the prospective teachers of French to the question whether this online 
experience would enhance their teaching skills were positive except for FPT6. This 
prospective teacher thought that taking the role of an interlocutor instead of a teacher did not 
allow let her to improve her teaching skills, but she indicated that it was interesting to see 
the learner’s performance and the communication strategies she uses. FPT1 thought that she 
was able to see writing difficulties of her partner in a natural environment and in a less 
stressful way. FPT3 was able to realize the importance of formulating a clear idea by using 
simple and comprehensible words. FPT5 also noted that writing reflections after the sessions 
was very useful in terms of becoming aware of her certain pedagogical approaches. She 
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stated that if the aim was to expose the student to the French language, she was successful in 
that, but if it was to make him communicate in the language more, she needed to work on 
that still. FPT4 said that this online component (talking in real time and updating the 
information learned by stimulating the learners to develop competences with the content and 
the authentic communication situations) would enhance his teaching skills. Finally, FPT8 
considered this experience as an opportunity for enriching her own creativity in designing 
activities for her own class. 
The answers to the same question in the last survey were similar to the answers in 
the first survey. FPT1 said that this online experience enhanced her personal skills rather 
than teaching skills because she really learned as a participant how such an activity could 
contribute to herself. She stated that she would transpose this personal experience to her 
pedagogical practice. PT2 thought that this experience helped her to become more conscious 
of the different strategies she used. FPT6 reiterated her comment in the first survey. FPT7 
thought that this online experience with a language learner was very helpful for her to 
enhance her teaching skills because she had never had such an experience with an adult 
language learner. Finally, FPT8 underlined the importance of the need to paraphrase the 
words or concepts that the language learner did not understand.  
The prospective teachers were also asked how this online experience changed their 
perspective about CALL (computer-assisted language learning). FPT1 said that this 
experience did not change her perspective about CALL, but it was another plus for her. She 
thought that CALL was a current and realistic way of teaching an L2. Through her 
participation in this experience, FPT6 was able to get an idea about what kind of activities 
were feasible in a CMC environment and beneficial for language learning. This CMC 
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experience provided PT2 with another perspective on language teaching because she was 
not very familiar with this method. FPT7 asserted that she still thought that CALL is a good 
method. Lastly, FPT8 said that this experience did not change her vision because she did not 
know anything about CALL before this experience. This experience simply allowed her to 
have an idea about this practice. 
 Prospective teachers were also asked about their views on the use of technology in 
language teaching. FPT1 thought that both are inseparable and that she would love to 
communicate with Spanish speakers herself as a language learner through technology since 
it is very motivating and enhances learning. FPT6 said “Technology is omnipresent in our 
lives, and students, who study in their L2 or L1, need to know the vocabulary of new 
technologies and become familiar with the social conventions that go with the use of 
computers and the Internet. I believe that technology is useful in contexts where access to 
native speakers is not always possible.” PT2 acknowledged the important and indisputable 
role of technology in language teaching but warned that it should not be abused. FPT7 had 
never tried using technology for language learning but liked it very much. Finally, FPT8 
thought that that using technology in language learning can be educational only since the 
learners are assiduous when something really engages them. Therefore, she stated, 
communicating with a foreign person with the help of a computer can only help learning. 
Prospective teachers of French encountered several problems during this experience. 
FPT1 had problems with the Internet connection and MSN Messenger software program 
while she was connecting at work. FPT6 had some difficulties while trying to find the right 
words so that the language learner could understand what she was saying without non-verbal 
cues. She also tried to balance the number of turns so that the language learner did not rely 
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on what she was to say because of his lack of vocabulary. For FPT4 not being able to see the 
non-verbal was the major problem. Explaining the unknown words to the learner without 
giving the translation was the major problem for FPT3. The language learner who was 
partnered with FPT5 was slow at typing in French and used English words instead of trying 
to paraphrase or reword. For FPT5 the short time allocated for the sessions was a problem as 
well. FPT8 thought that language learner’s lack of vocabulary knowledge was a problem. 
FPT7 had problems with the timing of the sessions. 
Prospective teachers of Russian 
For prospective teachers of Russian at NILC, the CMC activities were also quite 
interesting. RPT3 thought that activities provoked a lot of imagination, and she enjoyed the 
decision-making tasks a lot and considered them as game-like activities. RPT2 found the 
Organizing the Kitchen task the most interesting since she had to explain different words in 
Russian for the language learner. She also thought that it was the most difficult one because 
of the lack of non-verbal cues. RPT1 liked the picture sequencing tasks the most because 
“they involved thinking and suggestion, and imagination was required to complete them.” 
She suggested that if parts of the tasks were assigned between participants, it would increase 
the effectiveness of the communication and the interest of the participants in the 
conversation. RPT1 liked the tasks Going out with Friends and Shopping for Gifts.  
All three of the prospective teachers of Russian indicated that they would like to use 
similar activities in their own classrooms. RPT2 expressed her desire to design interactive 
courses for her students since, in her opinion, students need to “feel” the target language by 
hearing the native speech in an FL context. RPT1 thought that these activities can facilitate 
acquisition because they involve associations, which is good for memorizing new words and 
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structures. RPT3 and RPT2 stated that they would not change anything in the design of the 
activities, whereas RPT1 said that she would make the activities a little more complicated 
since she thought that they were so simple for her partner. In the last survey, prospective 
teachers had some suggestions about the design of the activities: RPT3 suggested doing a 
creative writing activity where chat partners would write short stories together. RPT2 would 
add audio and video components into the chat conversations, and RPT1 would make the 
activities more colorful by adding extra pictures. 
Concerning the contribution of this online experience to their teaching skills, 
prospective teachers of Russian had positive comments. This online chat experience helped 
RPT3 develop her communication skills, and she learned how to better explain the meanings 
of Russian words and encourage the language learner to talk. RPT2 thought that her 
participation in this online communication experience with a language learner helped her 
understand learners better, to have a better idea of the problems they might encounter, and to 
react immediately. RPT1 also stated that she learned how to provide explanations for the 
language learner better without seeing him. She argued that all words in such cases should 
be considered as “brand-new” words so that no translation can be provided, but that 
interpretation of the word through convenient assistance should be possible. 
This experience had some impact on the perspective of prospective teachers of 
Russian about CALL. For example, RPT3 said that she realized the possibility of learning a 
foreign language through computer-mediated communication. RPT2 decided to create her 
own interactive course in the near future. RPT1 did not indicate any change in her 
perspective about CALL. She acknowledged the big role of technology in language learning 
since “it gives the opportunity to learn with the help of native speakers and saves a lot of 
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time [and] it broadens the horizons to a great extent.” Other two prospective teachers of 
Russian followed the same line of thought. 
The biggest problem reported by the prospective teachers of Russian in the survey 
distributed after the third chat session was the Internet connection. Occasionally, they got 
disconnected from the Internet, which sometimes disrupted the flow of the conversation. 
Besides this technical difficulty, RPT1 also indicated that the biggest problem was “not 
seeing the interlocutor.” She said “it is complicated to understand why he is not answering: 
Is it because he does not understand something, or because it is taking him so long to type, 
or because of something else?” In the last survey, RPT1 added that it was a problem when 
she was unable to give a definition of a word in Russian to the language learner. This was a 
problem for RPT2 as well. She also complained about the fact that the language learner 
typed very slowly. 
Reflections by prospective teachers 
I asked the prospective teachers to send me their reflections about each chat session 
via e-mail. During the six-week period, I received 15 e-mail reflections from a total of eight 
prospective teachers (six from the French group and two from the Russian group) on 
different tasks. Although the response rate was low, the existing comments posted by some 
of prospective teachers from both French and Russian parties shed light on the overall 
effectiveness of this online experience. 
For the Sahara Survival task (first task), four prospective teachers from the French 
group and one prospective teacher of Russian sent their reflections. FPT1 from the French 
group indicated that she liked the first task very much. She encountered some technical 
problems in the first session because of a bad Internet connection at work, thus she wished 
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she had more time for the session. FPT6 also liked the first task. She stated that it let them 
negotiate without having to express very complicated opinions. She observed some good 
communication strategies in the language learner such as clarification requests, rewording, 
and request for synonyms. For PT2 the first session also went very well. She stated that she 
did not insist on mistakes that the language learner made in general as long as the message 
was comprehensible in order to rather concentrate on the task. In her reflections after the 
first task, FPT5 considered her participation in this study as “une bonne expérience en tant 
que future enseignante” [a good experience as a future teacher] and liked the task a lot. She 
asked the language learner whether he had questions about vocabulary and explained the 
words by paraphrasing. For her, paraphrasing meant “beaucoup de mots pour décrire un 
seul” [a lot of words for describing one]. She argued that it is a “définition très créative de la 
part de l'enseignante” [a definition that is very creative from the teacher’s part]. She stated 
that the definition should be in line with the context (i.e. the situation, the story) so that the 
student could make a mental image of the word. FPT5 chose to reword the learner’s 
utterances when he made mistakes with sentence structure. She avoided using “le langage du 
chat” [chat language] and preferred to use short but complete sentences. From  
St. Petersburg, RPT1 found the first task very interesting and unusual. She stated that her 
chat partner’s level was rather high. She also thought that more time was needed for the 
session because typing in Russian took quite a bit of time and maybe even made the students 
nervous; and also because of technical problems. RPT1 thought that the task was 
challenging and the topic was good for discussion, but she suggested that it would be better 
if the task was a bit more relevant, so that the students could learn more words they could 
actually use in day-to-day conversations.  
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I received three reflections on the Messy Garage task (second task) from the French 
group and one reflection from the Russian group. FPT2 felt a little frustrated because she 
and her chat partner did not have enough time to complete the exercise. FPT5 stated that the 
picture sequencing task made them work more on grammar rather than vocabulary. She 
thought “l'utilisation ‘naturelle’ de la langue amène la grammaire en première ligne, laissant 
le sens du message en second plan (puisque c'était clair)” [“natural” use of the language 
brings the grammar to the front leaving the meaning of the message in the second plan 
(since it was clear)]. From the learner’s mistakes in this session, FPT5 deducted that he had 
some problems with the use of possessive pronouns and provided him with some assistance 
about the grammar. Finally, she stated that the chat is as natural as a real conversation and 
besides, it is possible to see how the student writes. FPT8 observed that her chat partner was 
not very talkative and had some difficulty describing her images in detail. FPT8 found “la 
tâche assez ardue, mais l'expérience enrichissante” [the task quite arduous but the experience 
rewarding]. RPT1 found the second task better and stated that they had enough time to 
complete the task. 
For the Going out with Friends task (third task), three prospective teachers, two from 
the French group and one from the Russian group, expressed their opinions. FPT1 thought 
that the activity was easier than the previous ones and was glad that she and her chat partner 
had more time to discuss other things which, in her terms, allowed a more authentic and real 
conversation. FPT1 reported that the language learner she was chatting with seemed to show 
some improvements in his orthography. The third session also went very well for FPT2. She 
was very satisfied with her chat partner’s performance. She added a little discussion after 
they completed the task in order to fill the time allotted for chatting. RPT3 stated that she 
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sometimes had problems explaining words to her chat partner, but in general she liked the 
experience.  
For the Shopping for a Gift task (fourth task), the only comment was from RPT3, 
who stated that her chat partner showed some progress in understanding the meanings of the 
words. I did not receive any reflections for the Organizing the Kitchen task (fifth task). 
FPT2 was the only one to comment on the Bus Trip task (sixth task), which was the second 
picture sequencing activity after the second task. She found the last task easier than the 
second one. She reiterated that they needed more time to complete the task. She also 
mentioned that she is used to asking a lot of questions in this type of exercise to make sure 
that the student understands everything.  
FPT4 had some general comments about the whole experience at the end of the 
sessions. He focused on the ethical aspect of conducting online chat activities between 
prospective teachers or teachers in general and language learners. He did not consider it 
objective to chat with a student to teach French. He thought that it is possible to go beyond 
the reality while chatting. Teachers, he argued, might give advice without even seeing the 
physical evidence of the real error that students can make. FPT4 also argued that teachers 
might also go beyond the framework of teaching and take advantage of the fact that distance 
communication opens new doors to confessions of all kinds. His concern resulted from the 
fact that in online chat, the environmental constraints that protect and test the interlocutors 
disappear, and this gives place to a vast number of things to know about. He admitted that 
for teaching a second language, written chat could accelerate the automatisms of writing and 
allow the means of revising the completed sessions through the logs. But he doubted that 
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certain virtual teachers would be really capable of staying within the ethic of a conversation 
that is well-tallied for the general and specific goals of a distance course in French: 
Chatter, est, dans beaucoup de mentalités, un acte de communication virtuel à des 
fins personnelles. S'en servir à des fins professionnelles, sachant que plus de 90% 
des internautes réguliers aiment cruiser et/ou blaguer avec leurs contacts pour des 
futures rencontres ... Si, en dehors des heures de chats, le professeur s'adonnait à se 
connecter aux mêmes heures que son étudiant dans la semaine, alors il ne faudrait 
pas qu'il lui jase comme à un chum ou à un bon copain de vie personnelle. 
[Chatting, in many people’s minds, is an act of virtual 
communication for personal ends. To use this for professional ends, 
knowing that 90% of the regular Internet users like cruising and/or 
teasing with their contacts for future meetings … If, outside the chat 
sessions, the teacher devotes himself/herself to connect to the Internet at 
the same time with his/her student in the week, then he or she should not 
chat with the student like chatting with a close friend or a good friend of 
personal life.] 
In conclusion, FPT4 asserted: 
chatter c'est plus perçu comme un plaisir personnel pour beaucoup de gens et 
ça pourrait brouiller les cartes si personne ne rédige d'accord stipulant une 
garantie de la confidentialité des conversations professeur-apprenant, une 
limite acceptable du privé versus public, personnel versus professionnel et 
des moments et périodes réglementaires alloués à la séance d'apprentissage 
du français. 
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[chat is perceived more as a personal pleasure for many people and 
this can shuffle the cards if nobody writes up an agreement that specifies a 
guarantee of the confidentiality of teacher-student conversations, an 
acceptable limit of the private versus public, personal versus professional and 
the regular periods and moments allocated to the session of teaching French.] 
He concluded “placer les bornes et les règles de bienséances à travers Internet, ce sera très 
ardu, même en enseignement” [it will be very difficult to place boundaries and rules for 
propriety throughout the Internet, even in education]. 
 
Discussion 
The present study aimed to investigate the effect of negotiation of meaning on 
vocabulary acquisition in online synchronous communication environment. It examined the 
differences between preemptive and negotiated input strategies and the relationship between 
uptake outcome and vocabulary acquisition. It focused on scaffolding strategies used by the 
prospective teachers and the effect of this experience on their professional development. 
Effect of negotiation on vocabulary acquisition 
The first research question addressed the relationship between negotiation of 
meaning and vocabulary acquisition. Chat scripts, pretest and posttest scores were analyzed 
to answer this research question. This study has shown that negotiation of meaning in 
synchronous computer-mediated communication environment between language learners of 
French and Russian and prospective teachers, was likely to increase language learners’ 
ability to understand and produce new vocabulary items based on their posttest scores after 
the online chat sessions. This finding provided further support for the Interaction 
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Hypothesis, which posits that negotiation of meaning facilitates second language 
acquisition. Interlocutors modify their language when a communication breakdown occurs 
in order to maintain the flow of the conversation. This modification process and efforts to 
convey the meaning through negotiation are likely to create opportunities for potential 
learning. In “technology-mediated tasks, the value posited for interaction might be expressed 
as a means of getting better input, for receiving the assistance needed to advance in 
knowledge and understanding, and for activating deep processing of input” (Chapelle, 2003, 
p. 56). Although positive evidence was found to support the value of negotiation of meaning 
in vocabulary acquisition, the ability to produce new vocabulary items did not hold up over 
a two-week period for French students. Moreover, when both French and Russian students 
are taken as one single group in the analyses, neither receptive nor productive posttest scores 
held up over time. This finding was different from what Smith (2004) found, due to a one-
week longer period of time between the immediate and delayed posttests. Smith had 
conducted the delayed posttests a week after the immediate tests. 
Another reason of lower posttest scores two weeks after each chat session might be 
that this activity was totally on a voluntary basis. Although language learners received extra 
credit for their participation, there was not much tangible extrinsic motivation for them. In 
Smith’s (2004) study, this experience was a part of the classroom activities. Furthermore, 
during the two-week period, language learners received no further instruction on the target 
vocabulary items since there was no review of the sessions. In a virtual seminar on teaching 
vocabulary, Nation (2007) emphasized that “there should be repeated opportunities for 
increasingly spaced retrieval of each word [and] later meetings with a word are more 
important than the initial presentation and teaching may be more useful then”. In this case, it 
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can be argued that whether it is one-week or two-week or even more delay between 
immediate and delayed posttests, it would be hard to expect language learners to retain the 
vocabulary items that they have encountered just a few times in a 30-minute online 
conversation. Moreover, the FL-SL (foreign language–second language) distinction needs to 
be taken into consideration while comparing language learners’ ability to retain the newly 
learned vocabulary. In an FL environment, language learners are not exposed to the target 
language outside the classroom. Learners of French and Russian in a small Midwestern city 
cannot be expected to hear French or Russian words that they studied in their classrooms in 
their daily lives. On the other hand, language learners in an SL context are likely to hear or 
use those words outside the classroom since they live in the target language. 
There were key target vocabulary items in each online chat activity, of which 
language learners and prospective teachers were expected to negotiate the meaning in order 
to complete the task. The analysis of chat scripts showed that the number of negotiated items 
was less than the number of items ignored. Half of those ignored items for the French group 
and almost all of the ignored items for the Russian group never even occurred in the 
conversation. This seemed to be partly due to time pressure and partly to the fact that neither 
the prospective teachers nor the language learners considered the items to be essential in 
completing the tasks. Table 25 shows that some of the tasks provoked less negotiation than 
others. Task design and administration of the tasks might be an important factor to consider 
as a reason for the high number of ignored items. For example, in Task 3 (Going out with 
friends) the participants were asked to choose the best time to go to a movie theatre together 
as a group of eight friends (See Appendix C.) Some of the students chose not to discuss the 
schedules of all people listed and thus the target vocabulary items embedded in those 
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schedules were ignored. Those activities in which prospective teachers and language 
learners did not consider negotiation of target vocabulary items as critical for task 
completion might need to be revised. For example, specific instructions can be added to the 
task description for the prospective teachers suggesting they use as many target linguistic 
items as possible in their conversations with the language learner. This, of course, would 
attribute more of a teacher role than a chat partner to the prospective teachers but probably 
increase the input that the language learners would get in those chat conversations. 
Similarly, language learners could also be encouraged to request assistance as much as they 
can by reminding them that this kind of activity is intended to help them increase their 
vocabulary.  
At the end of all chat sessions language learners were asked to report how much they 
enjoyed each chat activity using a Likert-scale (1–not at all, 2–a little, 3–somewhat, 4–a lot). 
Language learners enjoyed most of the chat activities a lot, and few students expressed 
negative views about some of the activities (see Tables 26 and 27).
# of items negotiated in CMC tasks 
 
 Task 1 
(Sahara 
Survival) 
Task 2 
(Messy 
Garage) 
Task 3 
(Going out 
with friends) 
Task 4 
(Shopping 
for gifts) 
Task 5 
(Organizing 
the Kitchen) 
Task 6 
(Bus Trip) Total 
French 14 7 5 6 17 5 54 
Russian 4 4 1 7 6 3 25 
Both groups 18 11 6 13 23 8 79 
        
# of items marked as unknown in the pretest 
        
 Task 1 
(Sahara 
Survival) 
Task 2 
(Messy 
Garage) 
Task 3 
(Going out 
with friends) 
Task 4 
(Shopping 
for gifts) 
Task 5 
(Organizing 
the Kitchen) 
Task 6 
(Bus Trip) Total 
French 33 27 29 17 42 28 176 
Russian 10 10 7 10 11 9 57 
Both groups 43 37 36 27 53 37 233 
        
Proportion of items negotiated to the ones marked as unknown in the pretest 
        
 Task 1 Task 2 Task 3 Task 4 Task 5 Task 6  
 0.42 0.30 0.17 0.48 0.43 0.22  
 
Table 25. Amount of negotiation for each task 
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Table 26. Mean rating scores of the chat activities by language learners  
 BOTH GROUPS FRENCH RUSSIAN 
Task Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 
Sahara Survival 3.1 0.57 3.28 0.49 2.66 0.58 
Messy Garage 3 0.94 2.71 0.95 3.66 0.58 
Going out with friends 3.5 0.53 3.42 0.53 3.66 0.58 
Shopping for a gift 3.33 0.48 3.28 0.49 3.33 0.58 
Organizing the kitchen 3.2 1.03 3 1.15 3.66 0.58 
Bus trip 2.8 0.63 3 0.58 2.33 0.58 
 
 
 
Table 27. Comments by language learners on each chat activity 
Task Comments 
Sahara Survival 
FLL3: just starting to get used to typing and getting the vocabulary 
in French 
FLL1: I like planning for strange life-or-death scenarios because I 
like problem solving with fixed/limited resources. 
RLL2: It was neat to talk with a Russian speaker but I had a lot of 
trouble typing. We did not finish the activity. 
Messy Garage 
FLL8: it was my first chat session; I was not as relaxed as the 
following sessions. There was a lot of unknown vocabulary. 
FLL3: good for vocabulary learning but I don’t have a garage 
FLL1: my partner and I had trouble with vocabulary. 
RLL2: I used a transliteration program to type, and my partner and I 
had much more fluent conversation. We were able to figure out the 
correct order. 
Going out with 
friends 
FLL3: This was useful because it was figuring out an everyday 
problem of scheduling 
FLL1: Another chance to use French and planning logic together 
RB: This was also successful, fun talking with her. 
Shopping for a gift 
FLL3: I will be trying to find gifts for my host family. 
FLL1: Good use of vocabulary and logic 
RLL2: I learned lots of vocabulary, and there was more discussion 
about what to give the people. 
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Organizing the 
kitchen 
FLL3: helped with vocabulary and directions. 
FLL1: Good idea, difficult picture (dishwasher hard to find) 
RLL2: Also lots of vocabulary went along with things we were 
learning in class. 
Bus trip 
FLL3: my partner did not tell me what of the vocabulary words were 
in her pictures. 
FLL1: very difficult, different vocabulary usage between partners 
RLL2: I was not feeling well this day, and the picture order was 
difficult to figure out. I still enjoyed talking with her in Russian 
though. 
 
Here again, it can be argued looking at language learners’ comments that each student might 
have different experience due to factors such as different learning styles, physical and 
psychological conditions, etc. 
Prospective teachers’ primary role in this online experience was to assist the 
language learners using techniques that they considered pedagogically useful in the 
completion of the tasks by the learners. As more competent/native speakers of the language, 
they did not focus on grammatical accuracy of the language learners much. They rather 
chose to provide assistance with the explanations of the unknown vocabulary items that 
were key to the completion of tasks. As expected, prospective teachers were the ones who 
supplied help for the language learners. The interaction pattern between prospective teachers 
and language learners fell into the fourth quadrant in the model of dyadic interaction 
proposed by Storch (2002).  
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High mutuality 
4 
Expert/Novice 
1 
Collaborative 
Low equality High equality 
3 
Dominant/Passive 
2 
Dominant/Dominant 
Low mutuality 
 
Figure 3. A model of dyadic interaction (Storch, 2002, p. 128) 
 
 
In this figure “equality refers to the degree of control or authority over the task … 
and mutuality refers to the level of engagement with each other’s contribution” (Storch, 
2002, p. 127). In the interaction between prospective teachers and language learners in this 
study, there was moderate to high mutuality but the rate of equality was low to moderate 
since prospective teachers were in the position of experts and the language learners novices.  
Preemptive vs. negotiated interaction 
The second research question was “How often do prospective teachers provide 
preemptive input? Does preemptive input facilitate the vocabulary acquisition as much as 
negotiated interaction does?” For this research question, too, chat scripts, pretest and posttest 
scores were the only data sources. As Smith (2004) puts it “the option of providing 
preemptive input occurs when a learner is compelled to describe a potentially unknown item 
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to his or her interlocutor before any negotiation can occur. That is, student A may anticipate 
that student B does not know the lexical item he or she is about to use and, therefore, 
provides a short description of the item immediately after it is used in context (p. 378). 
Another example of preemptive input from the chat scripts is presented in Example 11. 
Here, the prospective teacher gives the meaning of the word overalls without any request 
from the language learner. In this case, it is hard to identify whether the learner really 
needed this explanation (i.e., whether he or she already did not know the meaning of the 
word) if there were not the pretest results. 
 
Example 11: 
Preemptive input (FPT1-FLL1, week 2, Messy Garage task) 
FPT1: Moi dans toutes mes images il a une salopette (habit pour faire le ménage) 
-- 
FPT1: In all images I have he is wearing an overalls (an outfit for doing housework) 
 
One of the major findings of this study was that prospective teachers did not provide 
language learners with preemptive input as much as expected; as a matter of fact, they 
hardly supplied any preemptive input. As more competent speakers and future teachers of 
French and Russian, pre-service teachers in Canada and Russia chose not to intervene when 
language learners made errors probably for the sake of maintaining the flow of the 
conversation. It is important to note that prospective teachers did not know much about the 
language learners’ level apart from the class they were in (Intermediate French and 
Intermediate Russian). From the beginning, they seemed to act as chat partners instead of 
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language teachers and expected language learners to request assistance as needed rather than 
taking action relying on their assumptions about what language learners would or would not 
know. Six out of the seven instances where prospective teachers provided preemptive input 
occurred in the last two tasks (four in Task 5 and two in Task 6). This might suggest a 
developing pattern resulting from the fact that prospective teachers have started to form an 
idea about the language learner towards the end of the experience. Keeping the same 
partners for all of the sessions might have been helpful in this sense. 
As mentioned in the results section, most of the target vocabulary items that had 
been marked as “unknown” in the pretest by language learners were ignored in the tasks. 
Comparison of posttest scores for the negotiated items versus ignored items showed that 
students’ ability to understand and produce ignored vocabulary items after the task was 
significantly lower. This finding provided further evidence that supports the Interaction 
Hypothesis, which advocates that negotiation of meaning facilitates second language 
acquisition. 
Uptake outcome and acquisition of vocabulary items 
The relationship between the successful learner uptake and the acquisition of new 
vocabulary was the focus of the third research question. Uptake refers to the learner’s 
reaction to the teacher’s corrective feedback preceded by learner’s utterance and/or error. In 
this study, uptake moves by the language learners as a reaction to the feedback by the 
prospective teachers were identified using interactional analysis methods. First of all, it can 
be said that the number of instances where successful uptake occurred was not very high in 
this study. In 151 negotiation episodes, 32 uptake moves were successful. However, this 
 
 125
number is higher than the one in Smith’s (2005) study where only seven successful uptake 
moves occurred in 66 negotiation episodes. Smith stated that this might be attributable to  
the pressure to respond quickly to incoming messages created by the SCMC medium 
… [since] learners were focused primarily on completing the tasks and thus felt a 
pressure to respond, they may have been less inclined to uptake a previous utterance 
(p. 50).  
The difference between the findings of this study and Smith’s (2005) study can be attributed 
to the fact that Smith’s focus was learner-learner interaction. The expert-novice interaction 
in this study might have increased the possibility of successful uptake. It should also be 
noted that there were several instances of delayed uptake in this study as Smith (2005) 
advocated. Comparison of posttest scores for successful and unsuccessful uptake showed 
that only the significant relationship between uptake outcome and vocabulary acquisition is 
that successful uptake is likely to enable language learners to produce newly encountered 
vocabulary items in the immediate term (i.e., right after they complete the online task). This 
entails a weak relationship between uptake outcome and vocabulary acquisition in the online 
chat environment. Immediate receptive and delayed receptive and productive posttest scores 
of the language learners did not seem to be statistically significantly different for successful 
and unsuccessful uptake outcomes. This suggests that although language learners do not 
demonstrate they understood the meaning of the unknown words in the chat conversation, 
they are likely to remember those words as well as the ones they seemed to have understood 
in the conversations. 
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Scaffolding provided by prospective teachers 
The fourth research question aimed at finding out whether prospective teachers of 
French and Russian provide scaffolding for learners in the online environment and, if so, 
through which channels. Prospective teachers provided language learners with scaffolding 
using various strategies such as questioning, recasting, simplifying the language, 
appropriation, etc. (in order from the most frequently used). Based on analysis of the chat 
scripts and reflections by the prospective teachers, grammatical accuracy did not seem a 
very big concern for the prospective teachers in many instances as they did not attempt to 
correct errors made by language learners. This might be due to time pressure of the 
activities. On the other hand, prospective teachers provided assistance in the instances where 
language learners did not understand the meaning of a word. Negotiation episodes around 
the vocabulary items were present throughout the chat conversations. This assistance was 
vital for the completion of the tasks. 
Based on their interaction with the language learners as seen in the chat scripts and 
on their reflections after the chat sessions, prospective teachers seemed quite enthusiastic 
about maintaining an authentic conversation with the language learners and tried to get as 
much output as possible from the student in a 30-minute time period. The level of 
commitment and enthusiasm for this experience was not the same for all prospective 
teachers. Some of them reported to me in their e-mails that they were happy to be in contact 
with their chat partners outside the online activity. On the other hand, this experience did not 
work in the best way for one of the prospective teachers. FPT7 had a lot of problems with 
the timing of the sessions; she had a lot of conflicts, was late for a couple of sessions, and 
for some of the activities she had not read the task description before the chat activity 
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started. This created a certain degree of frustration and disappointment in her partner and as 
given details at the beginning of this section, FLL7 had some negative comments about the 
experience although he was very excited to get involved in it at the beginning. In some of 
the tasks, FLL7 was the one to explain what the task was about and what to do to complete 
it. 
Effect of online experience on professional development 
The last research question investigated the effects of this synchronous online 
communication experience on prospective teachers of French and Russian. In their answers 
to the survey questions after the third and sixth chat sessions and in their reflections posted 
after each session, all prospective teachers expressed positive comments about the 
experience. They became more knowledgeable about the learner characteristics and had a 
better idea of how to explain unknown words and structures to language learners in the 
target language. They observed improvements in their chat partners in terms of language 
knowledge and typing. Some of the prospective teachers were also inspired by this 
experience and planned to integrate more technology in their future classes. I also had a 
meeting with three of the prospective teachers of French in person in Québec, Canada, after 
the experience. In this focus group, only one of them had a course in Information and 
Communication Technologies in language learning. All of them expressed their desire to 
learn more about technology, and they stated that this experience was very helpful. As it was 
concluded in Peter’s (2006) study, one course in technology was not likely to prepare pre-
service teachers to integrate technology in their future language classes.  
In his general reflections on the online experience posted by e-mail, FPT4 raised the 
issue of ethics of online communication between teachers and language learners and was 
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quite reserved about the feasibility of such projects. However, he acknowledged the 
contribution of this type of interaction to both language learning and professional 
development. Another issue was raised by one of prospective teachers of Russian. RPT1 
thought that the tasks were quite easy for her partner. Although the language learner who 
was partnered up with RPT1 was registered for the Russian 201 class, his level was higher 
than his classmates as he was heritage speaker of the language. This enabled this dyad to 
have more fluent conversations where the flow of the dialogue was not interrupted often by 
communication breakdowns. RPT1 knew how to maintain the conversation when they 
finished the task early. For example, in Task 4 (Shopping for Gifts) after they completed the 
task, she asked RLL1 whether he liked giving or receiving gifts, and in Task 5 (Organizing 
the Kitchen) she extended the conversation by asking her partner whether he liked cooking. 
This online experience with language learners also seemed to have contributed to 
two phases of teacher training in CALL outlined by Bancheri (2006), by preparing 
prospective teachers in “effectively evaluating language technologies” and training them to 
“become users of such technologies and to be actively involved in their creation or 
modification” (p. 32). Participation in this experience provided the prospective teachers of 
French and Russian with opportunities to see the possible use of instant messaging software 
programs in language teaching and its challenges as well as to have an idea of how such 
pedagogical uses of technology can be expanded and customized. 
To be able to better evaluate the benefit of this online experience for the prospective 
teachers of French and Russian, it is important to look at this experience from language 
learners’ perspective as well. According to language learners’ answers to the survey 
distributed at the end of the experience (see Appendix H), it can be said that in general 
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chatting was not frustrating for language learners. They received useful corrections from the 
prospective teachers and felt they were able to correct their own mistakes while chatting. 
Chatting with a prospective teacher made language learners feel self-confident and secure. 
The chat conversations went at the right speed for the language learners, and they did not 
consider the chat activities to be a waste of time. Language learners found the chat activities 
to be interesting and beneficial for learning French/Russian. They expressed their wish to do 
more online chat activities with a native speaker and to have similar activities in their future 
foreign language classes. Prospective teachers’ assistance helped language learners learn the 
new vocabulary more easily, and language learners thought that this experience would not 
be as good if they chatted with their classmates. Language learners had satisfactory 
experience with computers to benefit from this experience. Few technical problems occurred 
during the chat sessions (e.g., intermittent internet connection in the prospective teachers’ 
side), and presence of the researcher in the computer lab did not make language learners 
nervous. They also found task descriptions and images used in the tests clear and 
understandable. 
 As expected, the online chat activity did not go in the same way for all language 
learners. Half of the students (two from the Russian group) believed that if they had more 
experience in typing in French/Russian, they could benefit from this experience more. The 
Cyrillic alphabet and the accented characters in the French language sometime made it 
difficult for language learners to type fast. FLL7 stated that he and his partner did not stay 
on task, and thus that he did not find the chat activities to be beneficial for learning French. 
He thought if he did the chat activity with a classmate, he would benefit from it more. 
Unfortunately, FLL7’s partner was not focused on this online experience much, which 
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justifies his negative comments. RLL1 also said that he would want to do the activity with 
one of his classmates. It is important to note here that RLL1 was a heritage speaker, and thus 
his Russian was considerably better than that of his classmates. FLL1 believed that he did 
not have enough experience with computers to benefit from this experience and that chatting 
was frustrating for him. FLL4 did not feel secure while chatting with a prospective teacher; 
she believed that her partner did not provide enough assistance for her to learn the new 
vocabulary easily. Finally, FLL4, FLL7, and RLL2 stated that chatting with a prospective 
teacher did not make them feel self-confident. FLL4 and FLL8 reported that they did not 
receive useful corrections from their partners. These different views reflect the multifaceted 
nature of the learning activity due to individual differences, contextual, and external factors, 
which would give us a better idea about the conclusions of this study.  
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CHAPTER 5. CONCLUSION 
 
This chapter provides conclusions concerning the specific effects of synchronous 
online communication activities on language learning and teaching in this study. Overall, the 
online communication experience proved to be a positive component that can be integrated 
into language learning and teaching contexts. This finding is based on the analyses of both 
qualitative and quantitative data collected through various instruments (e.g., chat scripts, 
tests, reflections, surveys) from language learners and prospective teachers. The chapter also 
discusses limitations of the study and suggestions for further research. 
This study investigated specific aspects of synchronous computer-mediated 
communication in language learning and teaching of 11 intermediate college-level learners 
of French and Russian and prospective teachers of those languages as they completed six 
communicative tasks. Target vocabulary items key to completion of the tasks were 
integrated into the online activities. Using pretest-posttest-delayed posttest design, learners’ 
vocabulary acquisition was measured. The relationships between uptake outcome and 
vocabulary acquisition and scaffolding provided by prospective teachers were also 
investigated in the study. Lastly, through reflections and surveys, the effect of this 
experience on pre-service language teacher development was examined. The results 
provided evidence concerning negotiation of meaning, interactional modification strategy, 
learner uptake, scaffolding, and pre-service teacher development.   
Empirical support for the Interaction Hypothesis was provided through the findings 
of this study. Through negotiating meaning with prospective teachers in Québec, Canada 
and St. Petersburg, Russia in synchronous computer-mediated communication activities, 
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intermediate-level learners of French and Russian in a Midwestern university were able to 
understand and produce newly encountered vocabulary items after those activities. 
However, this ability did not hold up over a two-week period during which language 
learners were not exposed to any review of the newly learned vocabulary items. In Smith 
(2004), ESL (English as a second language) learners were able to understand and produce 
newly learned vocabulary items over a period of one week. In the current study, this period 
was a week longer and learners were in an FL context rather than an SL one, which all might 
have caused this difference in findings.  
One can argue that a review of newly learned vocabulary items at the beginning of 
subsequent sessions, as suggested by prospective teachers, would enable language learners 
to understand and produce those vocabulary items two weeks after the chat sessions, 
especially in an FL setting where language learners are not exposed to the target language 
outside of the classroom. In the design of similar online activities in the future, a certain 
amount of time can be allocated to the review of the previous week’s tasks. As Nation 
(2007) underlined, opportunities for later meetings with the target vocabulary items should 
be created so that teaching could then be useful. Integrated into language curriculum rather 
than being an add-on component, such online activities could be enhanced through 
embedding further revision of the newly learned vocabulary items into the design process. 
Prospective teachers of French and Russian did not use preemptive input strategy in 
their interactions with language learners, suggesting that they took more the role of a chat 
partner instead of a teacher in the online tasks. In Smith’s (2004) study, the preemptive input 
strategy was also used the least. The lack of use of preemptive input strategy in the chat 
scripts could have also resulted from the fact that prospective teachers did not know much 
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about the language level of their chat partners and hence they chose to first wait for the 
indicator from the language learner that a communication problem had occurred. It is 
possible that being more familiar with their chat partners (i.e., the language learners) would 
lead prospective teachers to rely more on their assumptions about the learners’ vocabulary 
knowledge.  
 The lack of the use of preemptive input obviously led to more occurrences of 
negotiated input strategy in the chat conversations. This might have given an impression to 
the participants that the conversations were quite authentic. If prospective teachers had 
chosen to provide preemptive input for most of the vocabulary items, language learners 
might think that they were seen as “containers to be filled with deposits of information” 
(Freire, 1970) instead of chat partners. It can be argued that lack of preemptive input 
strategy is helpful for vocabulary acquisition, as Smith (2004) provided empirical evidence 
over the supremacy of negotiated input over the preemptive in this sense. It should be noted 
that the role of a chat partner assumed by prospective teachers might have also helped 
language learners’ feel more comfortable and thus encouraged them to produce more output. 
Ene et al. (2005) had found that students produced twice as many turns when their form-
oriented teacher was absent in the chat room, unlike the students in the other teacher’s 
classroom who defined herself as primarily a communication partner avoiding “interrupting 
the natural flow of conversation” versus “an authority figure [taking] it upon herself to 
enforce rules” (p. 625). 
This study also offers important findings about learner uptake in online chat 
activities. Based on positive evidence for the occurrence of successful uptake in focus-on-
form episodes provided in the study by Ellis et al. (2001b), Smith (2004) investigated 
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learner uptake in SCMC environment. He found that successful uptake occurred very rarely 
in the SCMC activities. In a follow-up study using the same data from this study, Smith 
(2005) concluded that “[t]he presence or absence of learner uptake (successful or 
unsuccessful) during learner-learner task-based SCMC activities does not seem to be an 
important variable in the short- and middle-term acquisition of target lexical items” (p. 50). 
In the current study, language learners were likely to have a better ability to produce newly 
encountered target vocabulary items right after the online task when they had showed an 
indication of a successful uptake while negotiating meaning with the prospective teacher 
about the vocabulary items in question than if the uptake outcome was unsuccessful. With 
the exception of this particular finding, the results of this study were consistent with Smith’s 
(2005).  
 Although there was a higher amount of successful uptake, about twice as much as in 
Smith’s (2005) study, this outcome did not have a significant positive effect on the 
immediate receptive, delayed receptive, and productive posttest scores of the language 
learners. This might suggest that language learners, when involved in timed, synchronous, 
and computer-mediated communication tasks, do not seem to have enough opportunities to 
elaborate more on the newly encountered target vocabulary items. This is likely to lead to 
inability to understand and produce those items over time; this suggests that more time 
needs to be allocated to such activities to allow the chat partners to elaborate more on the 
target language structures. For example, another 30-minute period could be allocated for a 
further discussion of the topic in question right after the completion of the tasks. During this 
extra time, language learners are likely to encounter and use the newly learned vocabulary 
items more in their own utterances. However, giving more time for the chat sessions would 
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require more cautious monitoring to prevent off-task or off-topic talk or activity on the 
computer.  
Scaffolding refers to any kind of support that a more knowledgeable other provides 
for the learner in order to facilitate the learner’s development. This support is likely to 
facilitate the learner’s ability to build on prior knowledge and internalize new information. 
Scaffolding is also likely to enable the learner to accomplish tasks that he or she would not 
be able to complete on his or her own. “In SLA theory, scaffolding is considered to be an 
important process where learners can expand their own knowledge by modeling grammar 
structures or borrowing forms from the previous utterance, thereby extending their linguistic 
development” (Fotos, 2004, p. 115). In the current study, scaffolding provided by the 
prospective teachers was fundamental for the successful completion of this whole 
experience. Through providing explanations for the vocabulary items unknown to the 
language learners, asking stimulating questions, recasting language learner’s utterances, and 
simplifying the language used, prospective teachers seemed to have made it possible for 
language learners to benefit from this online activity to the fullest. Language learners 
received useful corrections from prospective teachers and reported feeling secure while 
chatting with prospective teachers. 
Both language learners and prospective teachers reported that they enjoyed the 
online activities to a great extent. The tasks were interesting and at the appropriate level for 
the language learners. Some of the prospective teachers asked me to send them the full task 
specifications after the experience. This suggested that they were quite interested in those 
activities and wanted to use them in their classrooms.  
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Prior to this study, research had indicated that online communication activities 
between NNS-NNS or NS-NNS were likely to facilitate second language acquisition (e.g., 
Blake, 2000; Blake & Zyzik, 2003; Pellettieri, 2000; Smith, 2004; Toyoda & Harrison, 
2002). However, no study had focused on interaction between language learners and 
prospective teachers. In this sense, the current study offers insights as to how such 
experiences are likely to benefit both language learners and pre-service teachers. One of the 
most important conclusions of this study was that this online chat experience seemed to be a 
valuable opportunity for the prospective teachers to learn more about interacting with 
language learners in a virtual environment. This experience seemed to have proven itself as 
an important contribution for the prospective teachers who had already taken a course on 
ICT and language learning and as a very useful start for those who had never had a course 
on ICT. The prospective teachers expressed positive comments about their interaction with 
language learners through an online synchronous communication tool. This experience was 
new for almost all of the prospective teachers, and their reflections and answers to the 
surveys showed that this experience had a positive effect on their attitude toward CALL. 
The activities presented in this study could be customized to focus on various aspects 
of the language such as grammar, pragmatics, culture of the target language, and 
orthography. Organizing and monitoring such activities would require a much work at the 
start. Building bridges between campuses around the world is difficult but possible. Once 
such connections are created and collaboration in teacher education and language teaching 
departments is established, integrating similar activities into the curricula would be quite 
feasible. It can be argued that integration of similar activities into language teacher 
education programs, where pre-service teachers would actually have the opportunity to 
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explore new technologies and observe and evaluate pedagogical uses of those technologies, 
would prepare language teachers better for the 21st century (Bancheri, 2006; Chapelle & 
Hegelheimer, 2004). This kind of experience is likely to build more self-confidence and 
competence in pre-service teachers in using technology in their own classrooms as they start 
their professional career, thus making such an experience valuable and unique for the 
prospective teachers. 
In summary, the findings of this study provide useful, practical information for the 
field of language learning and teaching. First, the study tested the Interactionist Theory and 
provided further evidence for the link between this commonly used framework and second 
language acquisition, vocabulary acquisition in particular. The similar task design, testing, 
and data analysis procedures used in previous research studies (e.g., Smith, 2004) allow 
comparing the results of this study and making more informative conclusions. Secondly, the 
study provides insights about how prospective teachers interact with language learners in a 
computer-mediated communication environment, how they provide scaffolding for them, 
and what pedagogical strategies prospective teachers use to make the online chat activities 
more effective. Finally, similar collaborative projects can be designed for language learners 
and pre-service language teachers so that both parties benefit from such experience in 
different but closely-related ways. 
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Limitations to the Study and Suggestions for Further Research 
 
One of the major limitations to this study was that I did not have much control over 
the contexts other than where language learners were located. Although prospective teachers 
both in Québec, Canada, and St. Petersburg, Russia, were extremely helpful and supportive 
so that the research project could proceed smoothly, it would be quite helpful to have 
coordinators in both locations to make sure that all procedures (e.g., collection of reflections 
weekly) are completed successfully. However, the urge to have control over those contexts 
would also make prospective teachers’ participation impracticable since their participation 
was completely on a voluntary basis, and they were told to be free to connect to the Internet 
in their most convenient way. Yet, if such projects were mandatory components of the 
language teachers’ program, such coordination would be much easier. As Blake (2006) 
emphasized, “students must feel that their work is part of the normal curriculum—not extra 
credit—and will be reviewed and rewarded as such” (p. 245). This, of course, would 
increase the motivation for both prospective teachers and language learners to a great extent. 
Another limitation involved the specialization areas of the prospective teachers. Not 
all of the prospective teachers were going to work with adult learners after graduation. 
Although there were not any complaints from the prospective teachers who were going to be 
secondary school teachers concerning the fact that they were matched up with adult learners, 
having this opportunity with their future target audience would definitely make this 
experience more beneficial for the prospective teachers. 
This study relied primarily on the chat scripts in the analysis of interactions between 
language learners and prospective teachers. Undeniably, there is more to online chat 
conversations such as mimics, gestures, and tracking of keystrokes which could be captured 
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through the use of usability lab technologies. Since this research study was conducted on a 
voluntary basis without any financial support from any institution, it was not possible to set 
up such a usability lab. Furthermore, the geographical distance between me and the 
prospective teachers and the lack of a second coordinator in Québec, Canada, or in Russia 
made it impossible to record the video, audio, and screen capture for the SCMC sessions on 
both sides. Even though it was possible to have audio-video conversations, I preferred to use 
only written messages to be able to implement the communicative tasks which were 
expected to promote negotiation between chat partners. 
Although the conclusions of this study are derived from various data sources and 
analysis methods with the aim of supplementing the validity of the results, the inter-rater 
reliability was not assessed for the coding of negotiation episodes, instances of uptake and 
scaffolding. This was partly due to unavailability of a second rater who would speak 
English, French and Russian at the same time, and who would have some background in 
language teaching in the context where the study was conducted.  
Further research could be conducted with the focus on various aspects of the target 
language such as grammar (prepositions, subjunctives, modals, etc.), pragmatics (politeness, 
apologies, etc.), and phonology/graphology. Focus on different components of the language 
creates the need to design tasks in a way that chat dyads are channeled to spend more time 
on the desired target language structures. Audio-video features can be added to the chat 
conversations as well, but this requires more caution in order to make sure that participants 
are on task. Another point to consider while adding audio-video features into conversations 
is the physical environment. It would be problematic to put all language learners in one 
single lab, all talking at the same time and getting distracted by what would be going on in 
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each other’s screens. The last concern about having audio-video conferences between 
language learners and prospective teachers is related to the line between professional and 
personal, which was expressed earlier by one of the prospective teachers in this study. 
Giving more time for chatting would also allow language learners and prospective teachers 
to have a warm-up period at the beginning of each session and extend their conversations to 
related topics at the end of each task, adding much more authenticity to the experience. 
Further research can also focus on a full microgenetic analysis of interaction in 
synchronous online communication environment taking microgenetic growth of the 
language learners into consideration as well. Finally, a similar research study could be 
conducted focusing on interaction between language learners and experienced language 
teachers, comparing differences of interactional behaviors between pre-service and 
experienced teachers.  
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APPENDIX A. SURVEY QUESTIONS FOR PROSPECTIVE TEACHERS 
 
(Administered before the sessions start) 
1. What types of online communication software have you used and how often? 
Application Never Sometimes Often Very often 
AIM     
ICQ     
MSN Messenger     
Yahoo 
Messenger 
    
Other     
 
2. How familiar are you with computer-assisted language learning? Which course(s) 
have you taken so far about language learning and technology? 
3. List some technology/applications that you know of used in language teaching. 
4. Have you ever tutored an American learner of French? 
5.  Have you ever tutored someone in French online? 
6. What is your student-teaching experience? 
7. How do you think interacting with a learner online will help you improve your 
teaching expertise? 
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APPENDIX B. SURVEY QUESTIONS FOR LEARNERS 
 
(Administered before the sessions started) 
1. What types of online communication software have you used and how often? 
Application Never Sometimes Often Very often 
AIM     
ICQ     
MSN Messenger     
Yahoo 
Messenger 
    
Other     
 
2. Do you have a computer connected to the Internet at home? 
Yes No Computer, not Internet connection 
3. Have you ever had a chat conversation in French? If yes, how often? 
No, never Yes often Yes, sometimes Yes, rarely 
4. How comfortable are you with typing texts in French in Word or in other similar 
applications? 
Very comfortable Somewhat comfortable Uncomfortable Cannot type 
5. What is your native language? 
 
6. What is your gender? 
 
7. How old are you? 
 
8. How do you think chatting with more competent French speakers will help you learn 
the language? 
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APPENDIX C. TASKS 
 
Task 112 
Task description distributed to both prospective teachers and language learners 
Остаться в живых в Сахаре 
Сейчас около 10 часов утра, средина июля, и ваш лёгкий двухмоторный самолёт упал 
в пустыне Сахара. Самолёт сгорел (от него остался только каркас), первый и второй 
пилоты погибли. Больше никто из вашей группы не пострадал. Пилот не успел никого 
известить о вашем местонахождении до падения самолёта. Однако, система наземной 
ориентации,  прежде чем самолёт сбился, показывала, что вы были в 65 милях от 
направления, в котором регистрировался маршрут полёта. Прежде чем самолёт 
сбился, пилот указал, что вы примерно в 70 милях на юго- юго-западе от маленького 
оазиса – самого ближнего известного вам населённого пункта. 
Ближайшая зона совершенно плоская, и за исключением случайных кактусов кажется 
совершенно бесплодной. Последний прогноз погоды показывал, что будет 110 
градусов по Фаренгейту (44 градуса по Цельсию); это значит, что температура 
поверхности земли будет 130 градусов по Фаренгейту (55 градусов по Цельсию). На 
вас лёгкая одежда. У всех есть носовые платки. 
Прежде чем самолёт загорелся, ваша группа успела спасти 10 вещей, указанных ниже. 
Ваше задание – обсудить с вашим партнёром и составить список этих вещей,  
классифицировать их по важности для вашего выживания. Начните с 1  (самой 
важной вещи) и закончите 10 (самой неважной). 
 
Вещи, которые удалось спасти 
• карманный фонарик    
• карманный нож    
• карта района     
• плащ       
• компас      
• аптечка     
• револьвер      
• зубная паста     
• косметическое зеркало    
• один литр воды для каждого 
 
English translation: 
Sahara Survival 
It is approximately 10.00 am in mid-July and you have just crashed in the Sahara Desert. 
The light twin-engine plane, containing the bodies of the pilot and co-pilot, has completely 
burnt out. Only the frame remains. None of the rest of you has been injured. 
                                                 
12 Adapted from Nunan (2004) 
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The pilot was unable to notify anyone of your position before the crash. However, ground 
sightings, taken before you crashed, indicated that you were 65 miles off the course that was 
filed in your flight plan. The pilot indicated before you crashed that you were approximately 
70 miles south-south-west from a small oasis, which is the nearest known habitation. 
The immediate area is quite flat and, except for occasional cacti, seems to be rather barren. 
The last weather report indicated that the temperature will reach 110 degrees F, which 
means that the temperature within a foot of the surface will reach 130 degrees F. You are 
dressed in lightweight clothes. Everyone has a handkerchief. 
Before the plane caught fire, your group was able to salvage the 10 items below. Your task 
is to discuss with your partner and come up with a list of those items ranked according to the 
importance for your survival starting with 1 (the most important) and finishing with 10 (the 
least important). 
Items saved 
• карманный фонарик    
• карманный нож    
• карта района     
• плащ       
• компас      
• аптечка    
• револьвер      
• зубная паста     
• косметическое зеркало    
• один литр воды для каждого   
 
Task 213 
Task description distributed to prospective teachers 
Un garage en désordre 
 
                                                 
13 Adapted from Smith (2004) 
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Regardez les images de l’histoire d’un garage en désordre. Vous avez trois scènes (images) 
et votre partenaire a trois autres scènes. Avec votre partenaire, mettez les images dans 
l’ordre exact. A cette fin, vous auriez besoin de décrire chacune de vos scènes à votre 
partenaire comme il/elle ne peut pas les voir. Vous pouvez vous servir des mots ci-dessous 
pour décrire les images. Votre partenaire fera la même chose pour vous. 
Les scènes sont marquées A, B, C, D, E, F. Quand vous finissez la tâche, tapez l’ordre exact. 
Par exemple : « L’ordre exact est C, B, F, A, D, E ». 
 
hache            râteau    pelle a poussière           salopette 
 
English translation 
A messy garage 
Look at the series of pictures about a messy garage. You have three scenes (pictures) and 
your partner has three different scenes. Together with your partner put the scenes in the 
correct order. To do this, you will need to describe each of your scenes to your partner since 
he/she cannot see your pictures. You may use the words below to help you describe your 
pictures. Your partner will do the same for you.  
The scenes are marked A, B, C, D, E, F. When you finish; please type the correct order. For 
example: “The correct order is C, B, F, A, D, E”. 
 
Task description distributed to language learners 
Un garage en désordre 
 
Regardez les images de l’histoire d’un garage en désordre. Vous avez trois scènes (images) 
et votre partenaire a trois autres scènes. Avec votre partenaire, mettez les images dans 
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l’ordre exact. A cette fin, vous auriez besoin de décrire chacune de vos scènes à votre 
partenaire comme il/elle ne peut pas les voir. Vous pouvez vous servir des mots ci-dessous 
pour décrire les images. Votre partenaire fera la même chose pour vous. 
Les scènes sont marquées A, B, C, D, E, F. Quand vous finissez la tâche, tapez l’ordre exact. 
Par exemple : « L’ordre exact est C, B, F, A, D, E ». 
 
     tricycle  pelle à neige  balai             bouteille isotherme 
 
English translation 
A messy garage 
Look at the series of pictures about a messy garage. You have three scenes (pictures) and 
your partner has three different scenes. Together with your partner put the scenes in the 
correct order. To do this, you will need to describe each of your scenes to your partner since 
he/she cannot see your pictures. You may use the words below to help you describe your 
pictures. Your partner will do the same for you.  
The scenes are marked A, B, C, D, E, F. When you finish; please type the correct order. For 
example: “The correct order is C, B, F, A, D, E”. 
 
Task 314 
Task description distributed to prospective teachers 
Поход в кино с друзьями -  Going out with friends 
Вы с вашим партнёром хотите идти в кино с вашими друзьями. Вы знаете 
планы/расписание Сергея и Нины, а ваш партнёр знает планы/расписание Джона и 
Сьюзан. Вам нужно решить, когда самое хорошее время для того, чтобы пойти в кино 
вместе. Постараетесь найти время, которое устроит всех. Если вы не можете его 
найти, нужно решить, кого вы сможете убедить отложить запланированную 
деятельность. 
You and your partner want to go and see a movie with your friends. You know schedules of 
different friends of yours. Discuss and decide the best time to go. Try to find a time slot that 
is convenient for all of you. If you cannot, try to decide whom you could persuade to delay 
his or her pre-scheduled event, so that you all are together! 
 
 пятница вечером 
суббота 
днём воскресенье днём 
воскресенье 
вечером 
Вы личное дело*  
                                                
идёт на встречу идёт на выставку бабочек свободны 
 
14 Adapted from Nunan (2004) 
* Нельзя его откладывать. 
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Нина прибирает квартиру свободна личное дело
* свободна 
Сергей 
идёт в 
больницу 
навестить 
свою тётю 
ремонтирует 
крышу 
идёт в магазин 
покупать 
портативный 
компьютер 
готовит 
персиковый 
пирог для 
гостей 
 
Task description distributed to language learners 
Поход в кино с друзьями -  Going out with friends 
Вы с вашим партнёром хотите идти в кино с вашими друзьями. Вы знаете 
планы/расписание Джона и Сьюзан, а ваш партнёр знает планы/расписание Сергея и 
Нины. Вам нужно решить, когда самое хорошее время для того, чтобы пойти в кино 
вместе. Постараетесь найти время, которое устроит всех. Если вы не можете его 
найти, нужно решить, кого вы сможете убедить отложить запланированную 
деятельность. 
 
English translation 
Going out with friends 
You and your partner want to go and see a movie with your friends. You know schedules of 
different friends of yours. Discuss and decide the best time to go. Try to find a time slot that 
is convenient for all of you. If you cannot, try to decide whom you could persuade to delay 
his or her pre-scheduled event, so that you all are together! 
 
 пятница вечером 
суббота 
днём воскресенье днём 
воскресенье 
вечером 
Вы свободны 
идёте на 
танцевальные 
уроки 
личное дело* свободны 
Сьюзан занимается личное дело*  
                                                
везёт своего 
попугая к 
ветеринару 
вяжет свитер 
для своей 
племянницы 
Джон идёт в бассейн свободен ему делают (чинят) его очки свободен 
 
Task 415 
Task description distributed to prospective teachers 
Aller faire des courses pour acheter des cadeaux 
Vous et votre partenaire devez choisir parmi quelques idées de cadeaux pour votre famille 
d'accueil à Paris. 
Il y a quatre personnes dans votre famille d'accueil à qui vous désirez faire un cadeau : M. 
Beauchamp (père), Mme Beauchamp (mère), Adèle (fille, 15 ans) et Hubert (fils, 13 ans). 
Ci-dessous se trouvent quelques choix de cadeau que vous avez remarqués en faisant les 
 
* Нельзя его откладывать (impossible to postpone) 
15 Adapted from Smith (2004) 
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courses dans une boutique. Vous pensez que ce sont d'excellentes idées. 
Votre partenaire, qui faisait les courses dans un autre magasin, a vu quelques 
choses de différent. Il (elle) pense qu'ils pourraient aussi être de bons cadeaux. 
Puisque les cadeaux seront de vous deux, il faut que vous décidiez ensemble du 
cadeau à donner à chaque membre de la famille. 
 
English translation 
Shopping for a gift 
You and your friend are trying to decide on some gifts for your home stay family in Paris.  
Your host family has four members: Mr. Beauchamp (father), Mrs. Beauchamp (mother), 
Adèle (daughter, 15 years old) and Hubert (son 13 years old).  
Below are some items you have noticed while shopping at the Mall, which may make good 
presents.  
Your friend has been shopping at the Mall and has also seen some (different) things that he 
or she thinks might make good presents.  
Since the presents will be from both of you, you must decide together on one present for 
each family member (four total). 
 
  
 
pantoufles  guirlande loupe peigne 
 
N.B. Si vous complétez la tâche tôt, vous pouvez parler des coutumes d’acheter des cadeaux 
dans votre culture/société. 
 
Task description distributed to language learners 
Aller faire des courses pour acheter des cadeaux 
Vous et votre partenaire devez choisir parmi quelques idées de cadeaux pour votre famille 
d'accueil à Paris. 
Il y a quatre personnes dans votre famille d'accueil à qui vous désirez faire un cadeau : M. 
Beauchamp (père), Mme Beauchamp (mère), Adèle (fille, 15 ans) et Hubert (fils, 13 ans). 
Ci-dessous se trouvent quelques choix de cadeau que vous avez remarqués en faisant les 
courses dans une boutique. Vous pensez que ce sont d'excellentes idées. 
Votre partenaire, qui faisait les courses dans un autre magasin, a vu quelques 
choses de différent. Il (elle) pense qu'ils pourraient aussi être de bons cadeaux. 
Puisque les cadeaux seront de vous deux, il faut que vous décidiez ensemble du 
cadeau à donner à chaque membre de la famille. 
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English translation 
Shopping for a gift 
You and your friend are trying to decide on some gifts for your home stay family in Paris.  
Your host family has four members: Mr. Beauchamp (father), Mrs. Beauchamp (mother), 
Adèle (daughter, 15 years old) and Hubert (son 13 years old).  
Below are some items you have noticed while shopping at the Mall, which may make good 
presents.  
Your friend has been shopping at the Mall and has also seen some (different) things that he 
or she thinks might make good presents.  
Since the presents will be from both of you, you must decide together on one present for 
each family member (four in total). 
 
 
  
 
tire-bouchon rasoir cordon prolongateur chemisier 
 
Task 516 
Task description distributed to prospective teachers 
Организация кухни (Наведение порядка в кухне) / Organizing the Kitchen   
Вы уехали за границу летом по обменной программе. Двоюродный брат вашего друга 
заключил договор субаренды на вашу квартиру. Однако, он оставил кухню в 
беспорядке. Ваш друг привёл  кухню в порядок, но есть ещё несколько предметов, 
которые он(а) не знает куда ставить. Вы хотите, чтобы предметы, приведенные ниже,  
были на определенных местах. Вы с вашим другом оба в режиме онлайн, и вы просите 
его поставить предметы туда, где вы хотите их видеть. 
You went to a study abroad program for the summer. Your friend’s cousin subleased your 
apartment but you found out today that he left a mess in your kitchen. Your friend cleaned 
the kitchen but there are some items that s/he does not know where to place. Below are the 
items that you would like to be in certain spots in your kitchen.  You and your friend are 
both online now you need to tell him/her to organize those items as you wish. 
 
                                                 
16 Adapted from Ellis (1999) 
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металлический чайник оливковое масло  половник 
   
хлеб кастрюля миксер 
   
тостер полотенце губка (для мытья посуды) 
  
разделочная доска щипчики (для сахара) крышка 
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Task description distributed to language learners 
Организация кухни (Наведение порядка в кухне) 
Ваш лучший друг уехал за границу летом на обменную программу. Ваш двоюродный 
брат заключил договор субаренды квартиры вашего друга. Однако, он оставил кухню 
в беспорядке. Вы хотите навести порядок в кухне, но есть ещё несколько предметов, 
которые вы не знаете, куда ставить. Вы с вашим другом сейчас оба в режиме онлайн, 
и он говорит вам, что куда поставить. Посмотрите картинки и найдите предмет, 
который описывает ваш друг. Напишите цифру предмета на место, где ваш друг хочет 
его видеть в своей кухне. 
English translation 
Organizing the Kitchen 
Your best friend (your partner) went to a study abroad program for the summer. Your cousin 
subleased your friend’s apartment but left a mess in the kitchen. You would like to put 
things in order before your friend comes back. Now you are both online and your friend will 
tell you where to put what. Look at the pictures below and find the item that your friend is 
describing and put the number next to the picture on the spot (on the kitchen picture) that 
your friend wants it to be. 
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Organizing the Kitchen 
 
1  
 2 3  
4  
 5  6  
7  
 8  9  
10  
11  12  
 
 
 165
 
 
Task 617 
Task description distributed to prospective teachers 
Une excursion en bus 
Regardez les images de l’histoire d’une excursion en bus. Vous avez trois scènes (images) et 
votre partenaire a trois autres scènes. Avec votre partenaire, mettez les images dans l’ordre 
exact. A cette fin, vous auriez besoin de décrire chacune de vos scènes à votre partenaire 
comme il/elle ne peut pas les voir. Vous pouvez vous servir des mots ci-dessous pour décrire 
les images. Votre partenaire fera la même chose pour vous. 
Les scènes sont marquées A, B, C, D, E, F. Quand vous finissez la tâche, tapez l’ordre exact. 
Par exemple : « L’ordre exact est C, B, F, A, D, E ». 
 
English translation 
A bus trip 
Look at the series of pictures about a bus trip. You have three scenes (pictures) and your 
partner has three different scenes. Together with your partner put the scenes in the correct 
order. To do this, you will need to describe each of your scenes to your partner since he/she 
cannot see your pictures. You may use the words below to help you describe your pictures. 
Your partner will do the same for you.  
The scenes are marked A, B, C, D, E, F. When you finish; please type the correct order. For 
example: “The correct order is C, B, F, A, D, E”. 
 
 
 
                                                 
17 Adapted from Smith (2004) 
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clé à ouverture 
fixe dépanneuse pince balançoire 
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Task description distributed to language learners 
Une excursion en bus 
Regardez les images de l’histoire d’une excursion en bus. Vous avez trois scènes (images) et 
votre partenaire a trois autres scènes. Avec votre partenaire, mettez les images dans l’ordre 
exact. A cette fin, vous auriez besoin de décrire chacune de vos scènes à votre partenaire 
comme il/elle ne peut pas les voir. Vous pouvez vous servir des mots ci-dessous pour décrire 
les images. Votre partenaire fera la même chose pour vous. 
Les scènes sont marquées A, B, C, D, E, F. Quand vous finissez la tâche, tapez l’ordre exact. 
Par exemple : « L’ordre exact est C, B, F, A, D, E ». 
 
English translation 
A bus trip 
Look at the series of pictures about a bus trip. You have three scenes (pictures) and your 
partner has three different scenes. Together with your partner put the scenes in the correct 
order. To do this, you will need to describe each of your scenes to your partner since he/she 
cannot see your pictures. You may use the words below to help you describe your pictures. 
Your partner will do the same for you.  
The scenes are marked A, B, C, D, E, F. When you finish; please type the correct order. For 
example: “The correct order is C, B, F, A, D, E”. 
 
 
 
  
chèvre jumelles raton laveur hangar agricole 
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APPENDIX D. IMMEDIATE PRODUCTIVE POSTTEST 
(Organizing the Kitchen Task) 
Please write the French word for each image 
A  B  C  
D  E  F  
G  H  I
J  K  L  
M  N  O  
 
P  
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Name: 
 
 
A 
 
B 
 
C 
 
D 
 
E 
 
F 
 
G 
 
H 
 
I 
 
J 
 
K 
 
L 
 
M 
 
N 
 
O 
 
P 
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APPENDIX E. IMMEDIATE RECEPTIVE POSTTEST 
(Organizing the Kitchen Task) 
 
A  B  C  
D  
E  F  
G  
H  
I  
J  K  L  
M  N  O  
 
P  
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Name: 
 
 
Please write the letter next to the corresponding image for each vocabulary item 
 
 
 
9 éponge à récurer 
 
 
9 mélangeur 
 
 
9 grille-pain 
 
 
9 casserole 
 
 
9 couvercle 
 
 
9 serviette 
 
 
9 louche 
 
 
9 bouilloire 
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APPENDIX F. SURVEY QUESTIONS FOR PROSPECTIVE TEACHERS 
 
(Administered after the third session) 
1. What has been the biggest challenge in this online experience for you? 
2. Did you find the chat activities interesting? Why? 
3. Would you use similar activities in your actual classes when you graduate and teach 
on your own? 
4. What would you change in the design of the online sessions? 
5. How do you think this experience helped you improve your teaching skills? 
6. Describe the context in which you were connected to the Internet for each session 
(for example at home, at Internet café, in a computer lab, etc.) 
 
French 
 
1. Quel a été le problème majeur durant cette expérience? 
2. Avez-vous trouvé les activités de clavardage intéressantes? Pourquoi ? 
3. Ferez-vous des activités semblables dans vos futures classes ? Pensez-vous que ces 
activités peuvent améliorer votre pratique pédagogique? 
4. Que changeriez-vous dans le « design » ou l’exécution des sessions en ligne? 
5. Pensez-vous que cette expérience peut enrichir vos compétences pédagogiques? 
Comment ? 
6. Décrivez le contexte dans lequel vous étiez en ligne pour chaque session (par 
exemple à la maison, dans un cyber café, dans un laboratoire informatique, etc.) 
 
Russian 
 
1. С какой самой большой проблемой Вы столкнулись в ходе общения в режиме 
on-line? 
2. Показались ли Вам интересными лингвистические задания, которые 
предлагались студентам в режиме on-line? 
3. Как вы думаете, могут ли подобные задания обогатить Ваш преподавательский 
опыт в будущем? 
4. Что Вы хотели бы изменить в оформлении сессий в режиме on-line? 
5. Как вы думаете, помог ли этот эксперимент повысить Ваше преподавательское 
мастерство? Каким образом? 
6. Назовите содержание тем, которые Вы изучали со студентами в режиме on-line 
на каждой сессии (например в доме, в интернет кафе, на занятии в лаборатории 
и.т.д.). 
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APPENDIX G. SURVEY QUESTIONS FOR PROSPECTIVE TEACHERS 
 
(Administered after the sixth session) 
 
7. What were the major problems you encountered in this experience? 
8. Which activities did you find more interesting? Why? 
9. Would you design similar activities for your own lessons in the future? Do you think 
these activities can facilitate second language acquisition? 
10. What would you change in the design or implementation of the online activities? 
11. Do you think this experience enriched your teaching competencies? How? 
12. Please describe the context in which you were online for each session (for example 
at home, at an internet cafe, in a computer lab, etc.) 
13. Has this experience changed your perspective in terms of computer-assisted 
language learning? How? 
14. What do you think about the role of technology in teaching a second/foreign 
language? 
15. What would recommend to the researchers so that similar research studies could be 
conducted in a more efficient way? 
16.  Have you had any technical problems during the chat sessions? If so, what were 
they?  
17. At what year of the school are you? 
18. How old are you? 
19. What languages do you speak? At what level? 
 
French 
 
1. Quel a été le problème majeur durant cette expérience? 
2. Quelles activités avez-vous trouvé plus intéressantes? Pourquoi ? 
3. Ferez-vous des activités semblables dans vos futures classes ? Pensez-vous que ces 
activités peuvent améliorer l’acquisition de langue seconde? 
4. Que changeriez-vous dans le « design » ou l’exécution des sessions en ligne? 
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5. Pensez-vous que cette expérience a enrichi vos compétences pédagogiques? 
Comment ? 
6. Décrivez le contexte dans lequel vous étiez en ligne pour chaque session (par 
exemple à la maison, dans un cyber café, dans un laboratoire informatique, etc.) 
7. Est-ce que cette expérience a changé votre perspective vis à vis l’enseignement de 
langue assisté par ordinateur (ELAO)? Comment ? 
8. Qu’est-ce que vous pensez du rôle de la technologie dans l’enseignement de 
langue seconde/étrangère? 
9. Qu’est-ce que vous recommanderiez aux chercheurs pour que les recherches 
similaires puissent être plus efficaces ? 
10. Est-ce que vous avez eu des problèmes techniques pendant les séances de 
clavardage ? Quels problèmes ?  
11. En quelle année d’études êtes-vous ? 
12. Quel-âge avez-vous ? 
13. Quelles langues parlez-vous ? A quel niveau ? 
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APPENDIX H. SURVEY QUESTIONS FOR LANGUAGE LEARNERS 
(Administered at the end of sessions) 
Please answer the following 
questions. strongly disagree  disagree agree 
strongly 
agree 
1. My chat partner and I 
interacted in French/Russian.     
2. Chatting was frustrating.     
3. I received useful corrections 
from my partner.     
4. I was able to correct my own 
mistakes while chatting.     
5. Chatting with a prospective 
teacher made me feel self-
confident. 
    
6. The chat conversations went at 
the right speed for me.     
7. I found the chat activities to be 
a waste of time.     
8. I worked well with my partner.     
9. Chatting with a prospective 
teacher made me feel secure.     
10. I found the chat activities to 
be beneficial for learning 
French/Russian. 
    
11. I found the chat activities 
interesting.     
12. My chat partner and I stayed 
on task.     
13. I want to do more online chat 
activities with a native speaker.     
14. My partner’s assistance 
helped me learn the new 
vocabulary more easily. 
    
15. If I had more experience with 
computers, I could benefit from 
this experience more. 
    
16. If I had more experience in 
typing in French/Russian, I could 
benefit from this experience 
more. 
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17. It would be better if I did the 
online chat sessions with my 
classmates. 
    
18. Task descriptions were clear 
and understandable.     
19. Images used in the tests were 
clear and understandable.     
20. I was in contact with my chat 
partner outside the class activity.     
21. We did not have any 
technical problems during the 
chat sessions. 
    
22. Presence of the researcher in 
the computer lab made me 
nervous. 
    
23. I would like to have similar 
activities in my future foreign 
language classes. 
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Please indicate how much you enjoyed working on each online task and explain why 
(1- not at all, 2- a little, 3 – somewhat, 4 – a lot) 
 
Task 1 2 3 4 Comments 
Sahara Survival      
Messy Garage      
Going out with 
friends      
Shopping for a 
gift      
Organizing the 
kitchen      
Bus trip      
 
Please add any comments about this experience: 
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APPENDIX I. PRETEST 
 
I know this word I do NOT know this 
word 
réveille-matin   
flèche   
hache   
balle   
hangar agricole (silo)   
baignoire   
jumelles   
mélangeur   
balai   
brosse   
caméscope   
bougie   
voiture   
téléphone cellulaire portatif   
chaise   
pièce de monnaie   
passoire   
peigne   
tarte aux pêches   
tire-bouchon   
canard   
pelle à poussière   
enveloppe   
câble d’extension   
clôture   
trousse de premiers secours   
lampe torche   
fourchette   
gants   
chèvre   
papillon diurne   
ordinateur portable   
piscine   
marteau   
lunettes   
casque d’écoute   
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cheval   
bouilloire   
clé   
clavier   
couteau   
louche   
couvercle   
briquet   
haut-parleurs   
boussole   
loupe   
carte   
allumette   
motocyclette   
souris   
grande tasse   
salopette   
trombone   
canif   
crayon   
pistolet chargé   
pince   
raton laveur   
imperméable   
râteau   
rasoir   
télécommande   
toit   
bague   
casserole   
ciseaux   
éponge à récurer   
chandail   
chemisier   
chaussures   
planche à roulettes   
pantoufles   
pelle à neige   
savon   
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chaussette   
cuiller   
escalier   
timbre   
valise   
soleil   
balançoire   
perroquet   
bouteille isotherme   
grille-pain   
dentifrice    
dépanneuse   
serviette    
tricycle   
pneu   
parapluie   
aspirateur   
montre   
sifflet   
guirlande   
clé à ouverture fixe   
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APPENDIX J. RUBRIC FOR EVALUATING PRODUCTIVE TEST SCORES 
(Barcroft, 2002) 
  Written production 
Points 
awarded 
Portion of 
word 
written 
Letters correct Words correct 
0 nothing Does not meet criteria for .25 Non-English word only 
.25  1/4 
25-49.99% letters correct 
and in correct order (e.g. 
“the” for “thermos”) 
One-half of word in two-word item 
(e.g., “exten” for “extension cord”) 
 
.50 1/2 
50–74.9% letters correct 
and in correct order 
(e.g., “bong” for 
“bongos”) 
One complete, correct word of two-
word item (e.g., “tow” or “tow car” 
for “tow truck”; “swing” for “swing 
set”) 
.75 3/4 
75–99.5% letters correct 
and in correct order (e.g., 
“comd” for “comb”) 
One and one-half words of two-
word item (e.g., “fying glass” for 
“magnifying glass”) 
1 Entire word 
100% letters correct and 
in correct order 
 
Misspelling caused by suspected L1 
interference counted as correct (e.g., 
“lench” for “wrench”) 
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APPENDIX K. EXAMPLES OF SCAFFOLDING STRATEGIES USED 
Questioning (week 2, A Messy Garage task) 
FPT1: 
Je ne comprends pas très bien ce que tu veux 
dire pour l'homme avec les jumelles... 
FPT1: 
Il regarde quoi? 
FPT1: 
Il est méchant? 
FLL1 :  
rien avec les jumelles...il parle avec une 
femme 
FPT1: 
est-ce que tu penses qu'il est important dans 
l'histoire? 
FLL1: 
peut-etre pas 
FPT1: 
I do not understand well what you want to 
say about the man with binoculars… 
FPT1: 
What is he looking at? 
FPT1: 
Is he mean? 
FLL1: 
nothing with the binoculars. he is talking to a 
woman 
FPT1: 
Do you think he is important in the story?  
 
FLL1: 
maybe not 
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Recasting (week 1, Sahara Survival task) 
RLL1:  
Проыти 65 или 70 миль трудна, особена 
есле есть дети или старые люди. 
RLL1:  
Конечхо можно ходить ночу и отдыхать 
когда солхца. 
RPT1: 
Да, пройти 65 или 70 миль трудно, но 
среди нас нет детей и старых людей, мы 
можем пойти вдвоем. 
RLL1: 
Walking 65 or 70 miles [is] difficult, 
especially if there are kids or elder people. 
RLL1:  
Of course it is possible to walk at night and 
get rest when sunny. 
RPT1: Yes, walking 65 or 70 miles [is] 
difficult, but among us there are no kids or 
elder people, we could walk together.  
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Simplifying the language/providing 
explanation 
(week 6, A Bus Trip task) 
FPT2: 
2. le chauffeur répare une roue, le bus est 
tombé certainement en panne 
FPT2: 
oui 
FPT2: et la dernière est: 
FLL2: 
une roue, qu'est-ce que la? 
FPT2 says: 
la dépanneuse tire le bus 
FPT2: 
toute automobile a 4 roues pour se déplace 
FLL2: 
ah bon 
FPT2: 
elle est ronde, avec du caoutchouc autour 
FPT2: 
et si le caoutchouc a un trou, la voiture 
tombe en panne 
FLL2: 
Oui 
FPT2: 
2. the driver is reparing a tyre, the bus hass 
definitely broken down 
FPT2: 
yes 
FPT2: and the last one is: 
FLL2: 
a tyre, what is it? 
FPT2: 
the two-truck is towing the bus 
FPT2: 
every automobile has 4 tyres in order to run 
FLL2: 
oh ok 
FPT2: 
it is round, with rubber around it 
FPT2: 
and if the rubber has a hole, the car breaks 
down 
FLL2: 
yes 
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Appropriation (week 1, Sahara Survival task) 
FPT5: 
6 heures ce matin! T'as fait la fête ou t'as 
travaillé dans tes livres? 
FLL5: 
j'ai écris une papier  
FLL5: 
à la liste? 
FPT5: 
oh! Je suis couchée tard aussi.  Concernant 
ton papier... on doit changer ce terme...  
FPT5: 
La liste? Tu veux qu'on revienne sur la liste? 
 
FLL5: 
oui 
FLL5: 
mais j'ai 1 min 
FPT5: 
En français un papier c'est une feuille sur 
lequel on peut écrire. Si tu as fait un papier... 
tu peux dire que tu as fait un travail, une  
rédaction.. Tu pars? 
FPT5: 
Dis-moi... 
FLL5: 
oui, désole, je fais français comme anglais 
 
 
FPT5: 
6 in the morning! Did you have a party or 
were you studying? 
FLL5: 
I wrote a paper 
FLL5: 
to the list? 
FPT5: 
oh! I went to bed late too. Regarding your 
paper… we must change this term… 
FPT5: 
The list? Do you want us to come back to 
the list? 
FLL5: 
yes 
FLL5: 
but I have 1 min 
FPT5: 
In French paper is the sheet on which we 
can write. If you write a paper… you can 
say that you did a work, a composition. Are 
you leaving? 
FPT5:  
Tell me… 
FLL5: 
yes, sorry, I do French like English 
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FPT5: 
C'est ok. Tu apprends. Tu pourrais m'en 
apprendre aussi en anglais. 
FPT5: 
It is ok. You are learning. You can teach me 
English as well. 
Modeling (week 2, A Messy Garage task) 
RPT3:  
На картинке D я вижу гараж. Там 
беспорядок. В гараже стоит мальчик и его 
мама (наверное). Мама ругает мальчика за 
беспорядок. А что на твоих картинках? 
RPT3: 
On image D I see a garage. There messiness. 
In the garage is standing a boy and his 
mother (most likely). The mother Мама is 
scolding the boy because of the messiness. 
And what are in your images? 
Providing guidelines/coaching (week 2, A Messy Garage task) 
RPT2:  
Конечно, правда. Ты все слова понял? 
RPT2: 
Of course, right. Did you understand all 
words? 
 
 
 
 
 
